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Abstract 
 
     In the present study, the term “storytelling” is used interchangeably with “narrative” and 
refers to talking about a series of real or fictive events in the order they took place (Dahl, 1984: 
116). Given that storytelling is a very common social activity in our daily life (Wong & Waring, 
2010), the ability to tell a story can be considered one of the important communication skills that 
should be incorporated in second or foreign language (FL) classroom. However, FL teaching or 
studies that focus on the development of storytelling skills seem to be rare. This dissertation 
aimed to demonstrate storytelling-based English classes for Japanese EFL learners and provide 
empirical evidence on learners’ developmental changes in L2 speaking performance and 
affective dispositions. 
     The educational intervention is a thirty-class hour speaking course that utilized storytelling 
activities in a fifteen-week long semester. To design syllabi that are expected to enhance L2 
linguistic skills and affect, the course employed four principles, where learners made use of their 
linguistic resources creatively, engaged in pair and group work, practiced speaking consistently, 
and reflected their speaking performance regularly. Sixty undergraduate students of beginning to 
low-intermediate English proficiency participated in the study. 
Two studies were conducted. Study 1 explored how the students developed speaking 
performance and narrative adequacy through the storytelling-based English instruction. Speaking 
performance was assessed from the aspects of complexity, accuracy, and fluency. Narrative 
adequacy was measured by elaboration with the number of information included as well as the 
use of adjectives and adverbs, and coherence through the use of conjunctions. A self-evaluation 
questionnaire on linguistic skills at the end of the semester, and two storytelling performances 
(picture-based and personal experience-based) at the beginning and end of the semester were 
 ii 
 
analyzed. Study 2 concerned how the students felt about the storytelling-based English classes 
and how they changed their motivation, anxiety, and self-confidence in studying and using 
English. A course-evaluation questionnaire and a self-evaluation questionnaire on L2 affect at the 
end of the semester, and a general L2 affective disposition questionnaire at the beginning and 
end of the semester were investigated. 
The dissertation mainly showed the following three points. First, as for speaking 
performance, the students became to speak more accurately with a wider variety of vocabulary 
than before, but they did not improve in syntactic complexity and speaking speed. Second, 
regarding narrative adequacy, their storytelling became more coherent through conjunctions and 
included more information at the end of the course. Third, although the students found 
enjoyment, got motivated, and became less anxious and more confident in the storytelling-based 
English course, the gains in their affective dispositions toward L2 study and use were limited to 
anxiety and self-confidence. Some pedagogical implications for L2 speaking instruction were 
also discussed.  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
 
1.1 Background of the Study 
     Language is our primal vehicle for mental and social life. Through a language, we can 
exchange information, share feelings and thoughts, and deepen a mutual understanding. While 
successful communication makes us feel pleased and satisfied, a language barrier for 
communication brings about frustration and disappointment. Indeed, language is colorless if we 
cannot communicate with it. Development of learners’ linguistic knowledge in the target 
language is an essential part of second or foreign language (L2) learning. However, this 
linguistic knowledge alone does not guarantee success in L2 communication. As suggested by 
Larsen-Freeman (2003), there is a gap between what learners know about a language and what 
they can do with the language. Therefore, promoting learners’ ability to use the target language is 
also an important part of L2 learning. This dissertation views language as a means of 
communication and pays special attention to development of spoken communication skills, the 
significant form of storytelling in particular.  
     In Japan, the importance of language use ability is clearly reflected in the Course of Study 
(the national curriculum guidelines) and related documents released by the Ministry of Education, 
Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT). Foreign language proficiency required in 
global society is defined as the ability to communicate smoothly with people from different 
countries and cultures using foreign languages as a tool (MEXT, 2011). Further, developing 
students’ communicative ability in the target language is emphasized as the overall objective of 
English teaching (MEXT, 2008; 2010). In order to achieve the goal, the Course of Study states 
that instruction should entail the balanced teaching of four skills (listening, reading, speaking, 
and writing) to comprehend and convey messages, integrate grammar teaching into 
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communicative contexts, and provide students with sufficient opportunities to use the language 
(MEXT, 2008; 2010). Along with communicative ability, the other major goal is fostering a 
positive attitude toward communicating in the target language, which should be adequately 
covered at all grade levels from elementary to senior high schools. It is expected that favorable 
L2 learning motivation can be enhanced by the experience of using the language for 
communication (MEXT, 2011). Thus, ensuring students’ language use opportunities, English 
teaching aims to develop students’ language use ability and positive attitude for successful L2 
communication.  
In fact, we have much work to do to achieve these overall goals of English teaching in 
Japan. MEXT conducted a nationwide survey into English proficiency, and experiences and 
attitudes on English learning with about 70,000 high school third-year students in 2014. MEXT 
has expected that 50 percent of high school graduates would attain English proficiency of CEFR 
level A2 or above. Unfortunately, the survey revealed that the high school students’ proficiency 
fell short of this target in all four skills, speaking and writing skills in particular (MEXT, 2015). 
As for speaking skills, about 17,000 students took a speaking test and 87.2 percent of them were 
judged as CEFR A1 level speakers. It was also found that the more the students had opportunities 
to engage in language activities integrating multiple skills such as discussing what they read or 
listened, the higher they tended to score on the tests. For example, the students who obtained 
higher scores on the speaking test responded that they had had experiences of speaking activities 
such as exchanging ideas on what they read or giving a speech in English. In addition, more than 
half of the students answered that they did not like studying English, and this tendency was more 
clearly observed in the case of the low-achievers. In contrast, the high-achievers liked to study 
English. Along with the relationship between the test scores and language use experiences, this 
indicates that Japanese students would become more motivated to study English if they could 
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successfully enhance their English proficiency through effective language-use activities. The 
survey also found that speaking activities were not incorporated very often in English classes. 
However, considering that speaking skills of Japanese students are remarkably low, speaking 
activities should be vigorously included in the English classroom in order to develop sufficient 
speaking skills as well as enhance their confidence and interest in L2 communication.  
From theoretical perspectives, there is a growing recognition that producing the target 
language has the potential to facilitate L2 learning. First, although different linguistic features 
and various learner variables may produce different outcomes, research suggests that the effects 
of practice are basically skill specific (e.g., Dekeyser & Sokalski, 1996; DeKeyser, 1997; 2007). 
That is, input practice is necessary for comprehension skills, and output practice is beneficial for 
production skills. Assuming that language knowledge that learners have studied through reading 
and translation has little transferability to their oral performance, speaking practice is essential 
for development of successful L2 spoken communication. Second, Swain’s Output Hypothesis 
lends support to the importance of producing the target language in L2 learning. Swain (2005) 
argues that output is not just the product of learning but also the process in which L2 learning 
can occur. While learners attempt to produce the target language, they may notice their linguistic 
problems and direct their attention to relevant input, formulate and test their hypothesis about the 
language systems, and reflect consciously on their language use and utilize syntactic processing 
(Swain, 1985; 1995; 1998; 2005). In short, by encouraging learners’ output, we can create 
facilitative conditions and stimulate cognitive processes for their L2 learning. Empirical studies 
support these functions of output (e.g, Izumi, 2002; Swain & Lapkin, 1998; Lynch & Maclean, 
2001). Furthermore, de Bot (1996) claims that output practice turns declarative knowledge into 
procedural knowledge and promotes automatization. In other words, through consistent output, 
learners’ language knowledge will become easily accessible, so learners can use the language 
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more smoothly without much attention and spare more attentional resources for other 
communicative skills such as pragmatic aspects. Such automatization is considered a vital 
process for spontaneous language use. Thus, theories and research indicate that output practice 
contributes to L2 learning in several ways, especially to production skills. However, as suggested 
by Muranoi (2007), what kind of output practice learners need and how such output practice 
impacts their learning have remained unclear, and there is room for further investigation.  
There are many kinds of output practice available in the L2 classroom: presentations, 
debates, discussions, text reconstruction tasks, summary writing tasks, and story-retelling tasks 
to name but a few. In the present study, storytelling tasks are chosen as output practice. Telling 
stories about experiences or events is very common in our daily life and plays an important role 
to build social relationships with people in a community (Wong & Waring, 2010). The Common 
European Framework of Reference for Languages, which concerns what language learners have 
to learn to do in order to use a language for communication, also includes the ability to describe 
experiences and events as one of the goals for independent language users (Council of Europe, 
2011). For these reasons, storytelling can be considered one of the necessary communication 
skills that all kinds of language learners need to acquire and should be included in the L2 
classroom. However, L2 teaching that focuses on the development of learners’ storytelling skills 
seems to be rare. Pavlenko (2006) assumes that one of the reasons for this oversight is a 
misunderstanding that learners who can successfully produce the target language at the sentence 
level should be able to tell a good story. Even though storytelling performance may be dependent 
on L2 proficiency, there is research that implies storytelling-specific approaches serve better than 
conventional conversation-oriented approaches in order to develop learners’ storytelling skills 
(Rifkin, 2002). Transfer appropriate processing (TAP) would also encourage storytelling-specific 
approaches. The fundamental principle of TAP is that learners retrieve knowledge best if the 
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learning and the language use conditions demand similar cognitive processes from learners 
(Lightbown, 2008). From this perspective, it seems that learners would more easily retrieve L2 
knowledge and perform better if they get accustomed to telling stories in the classroom and find 
similarities between learning and performing situations. In this sense, it is possible to think that 
storytelling activities in the classroom serve learners well in fostering storytelling outside the 
classroom. Lastly, given that grammar teaching out of context has limited effects on L2 learning 
(Swain, 1998), it is advantageous that stories can provide context, and help learners to make a 
connection between linguistic forms and meanings and understand how the language works in 
contextualized practice.  
L2 learners’ speaking has been examined inside and outside the Japanese context from 
various aspects such as task planning (e.g., Yuan & Ellis, 2003; Kawauchi, 2005), task structure 
(e.g., Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005; Tavakoli & Foster, 2011), task type (e.g., Foster & Skehan, 
1996; Skehan & Foster; 1997), learners’ proficiency (e.g. Iwashita, 2010; Ota, 2003), 
comparisons of native and non-native performance (e.g., Kawahara, 2004; Koizumi, 2009), 
developmental changes (e.g., Koizumi & Katagiri, 2007; Kosuge, 2004), and proficiency 
measurements (e.g., Inoue, 2010; Koizumi & Fujimori, 2010). Although there is research that 
investigated the benefits of task repetition on spoken output (e.g., Bygate, 1996; 2001; Bygate & 
Samuda, 2005; Gass et al., 1999), studies that have explored the relationship between L2 learners’ 
speaking performance and pedagogic intervention are still limited. However, this vein of study is 
necessary to obtain more concrete implications for L2 teaching and learning, and it is desirable 
to conduct it under various conditions in classroom settings.  
     Recognizing all the considerations mentioned above, storytelling-based English classes 
were planned and implemented as an educational intervention in the present study. With the aim 
of developing the ability to tell stories about events and experiences in the L2 (English), 
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Japanese undergraduate students consistently engaged in storytelling activities based on picture 
sequences in 24 class hours during a fifteen-week long semester. Even though storytelling with 
picture sequences gives the students limited freedom of what they want to say, the present study 
allows them to choose how they want to express the storyline with their own linguistic resources. 
Hence, it is expected that the students would direct their attention to form, while thinking about 
how best to express their intended meaning in the L2. Also, unlike providing storylines in the 
students’ L1 (Japanese), pictures are likely to offer a variety of interpretations and generate 
variations among the students’ final products. The variations would give the students a chance to 
compare their own language use and story structure with their classmates’, even with the same 
storyline to convey. Moreover, storytelling activities make it possible for the students to work in 
pairs or small groups. Employing pair or small group work on a regular basis encourages group 
cohesiveness and cooperation among the students, which may lead to favorable L2 motivation 
(Dӧrnyei, 2001). Furthermore, the students can learn from each other, while collaboratively 
thinking about the language to express storylines in small groups. All in all, picture-based 
storytelling seems to have the potential to create conditions conducive to the development of 
learners’ L2 speaking skills and positive affective disposition, in line with the major goals of 
English teaching in the Japanese context. 
     This dissertation consists of two studies. Study 1 concerns the students’ linguistic 
improvement and explores the development of the students’ speaking performance and narrative 
adequacy over the course of the semester in this storytelling-based instruction. While L2 
speaking development is considered to be manifested in improved levels of complexity, accuracy, 
and fluency, narrative adequacy is regarded as constructing cohesive stories with sufficient 
details, and measured by idea units and the use of adjectives, adverbs, and conjunctions. The 
students’ perceptions of their L2 skill improvement are also examined. Study 2 focuses on 
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non-linguistic outcomes through the pedagogic intervention and investigates the development of 
the students’ affective dispositions toward L2 learning and use, namely L2 motivation, anxiety, 
and linguistic self-confidence. The students’ impressions of the storytelling-based English course 
and their perceptions of the attitudinal or motivational changes through the course were also 
analyzed. Given that L2 linguistic improvement and affective disposition are closely related, it is 
expected that these two studies will complement each other in the attempt to gain a better 
understanding of the students’ L2 learning in this storytelling-based English course. In addition, 
by examining the students’ perceptions of the changes in their L2 skills as well as their affective 
dispositions in relation to various aspects of the storytelling-based English classes, it is hoped 
that the two studies will provide some concrete pedagogical implications for designing L2 
speaking instruction.  
     Speaking skills are important for communication. As I found with the participants of the 
present study, I believe that there are many students who want to improve speaking skills. 
However, a good level of speaking English cannot be achieved easily, especially for EFL learners 
who have limited opportunities to use the target language. That is why it is crucial to include 
enough speaking activities at least in English classes. It is undeniable that the teaching of 
speaking, not to mention the assessment of speaking performance, takes a lot of time and effort. 
It is challenging to deal with speaking performance in this dissertation. However, it is hoped that  
the present research demonstrates an example of L2 speaking instruction that may prove 
effective and provides empirical evidence on development of learners’ speaking performance as 
well as affective dispositions toward L2 learning and use. 
 
1.2 Organization of the Thesis 
     This dissertation consists of six chapters. Chapter 1, this chapter, introduced the purpose 
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and rationale of the study as background information. Chapter 2 reviews previous studies on 
speaking performance with three sections on (a) Levelt’s speech production model, (b) 
storytelling speaking performance, and (c) measuring speaking performances, and on individual 
learner differences with three sections on (a) motivation, (b) foreign language anxiety, and (c) 
linguistic self-confidence. Chapter 3 describes the elements and class process in the 
storytelling-based English classes as a pedagogical intervention designed to develop the students’ 
L2 speaking skills and affective dispositions. Chapter 4 reports linguistic outcomes of the 
storytelling-based English classes from Study 1, describing the participants of the study and 
examining the students’ perceptions of their progress in L2 skills, as well as the actual changes in 
their speaking performance and narrative adequacy. Chapter 5 presents non-linguistic outcomes 
of the storytelling-based instruction from Study 2, exploring the changes in the students’ L2 
affective dispositions of motivation, anxiety, and self-confidence. Chapter 6 concludes the 
dissertation, pulling together the overall results of the studies and suggesting pedagogical 
implications for L2 speaking classes. Limitations of the studies and recommendations for future 
research are also included.  
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 
 
     In Chapter 2, research related to the present study is reviewed in two sections: (1) speaking 
performance addressing Levelt’s speech production model, narrative speaking performance, and 
measuring speaking performance with a narrative task, and (2) individual learner differences and 
L2 learning in terms of motivation, foreign language anxiety, and linguistic self-confidence.  
 
2.1 Speaking Performance 
2.1.1 Levelt’s Speech Production Model 
     Despite the fact that Levelt’s (1989) language production model was originally developed 
for adult monolingual L1 speaking from a psycholinguistic perspective, it is considered one of 
the most comprehensible models available (de Bot, 1996) and has been widely adopted to 
account for L2 speaking processes as well (e.g., Bygate, 2001; Bygate & Samuda, 2005; de Bot, 
1992; Dӧrnyei & Kormos, 1998; Skehan, 2009). Undoubtedly, there are differences between L1 
and L2 speaking. But still, researchers and teachers benefit from this model to theorize and 
interpret L2 speaking performance and to design and validate speaking tasks for educational 
purposes.  
In the Levelt model, speech production is theoretically described by three major 
components in the speaker’s process: the conceptualizer, the formulator, and the articulator (see 
Figure 2.1 for a schematic representation). First, in the conceptualizer phase, the message content 
as a non-linguistic proposition (a preverbal message) is planned to express the speaker’s intended 
meaning, while the relevant information is selected and organized. Next, the formulator receives 
the preverbal message and converts it into language as a speech plan by accessing lexicon. The 
lexicon carries all the information concerning vocabulary in two parts: semantic and syntax 
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information in lemmas, and morphological and phonological information in lexemes. In the 
formulator phase, the semantic information for the preverbal message is searched and matched in 
the lemmas, which leads to relevant syntactic building procedures (grammatical encoding) and 
forms a surface structure. Meanwhile, the morphological and phonological information for the 
lemmas and for the utterance is activated (phonological encoding) and provides a phonetic plan 
for the articulation. In the articulator phase, the phonetic plan is finally executed as actual speech. 
The speech productions are also monitored by assessing appropriateness and correctness of the 
message, internal speech, and overt speech. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.1 Levelt’s (1989) production model: A blue print for the speaker. From Speaking: From 
intention to articulation (p.9), by W. J. M. Levelt, 1989. Reprinted with permission.  
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Levelt (1989) posits that these processing components work automatically or 
simultaneously with very little control, especially in the formulating and articulating stages. This 
may be true for native speakers who have a full command of the language. However, in the cases 
of L2 speakers who do not possess enough knowledge of the target language, such smooth 
parallel processing cannot be expected at the formulating and articulating stages (Muranoi, 2007; 
Skehan, 2009). More specifically, with respect to lexical items in the Levelt model, L2 learners’ 
limited mental lexicon is a major area responsible for the interruption of the automatic processes 
and leads to differences between L1 and L2 speaking performance (Skehan, 2009). Assuming 
that there is a limit in a human’s information processing capacity, it is likely that supporting or 
expanding learners’ vocabulary knowledge is essential to reduce loads on the formulator and 
spare attentional resources for the other speaking processes, which may guide smooth L2 
production.  
By identifying factors that affect each component of the Levelt model, it may be possible 
to forecast learners’ difficulties in their L2 speaking and speculate about the reasons for their 
performance. Summarizing the findings of task-based performance studies, Skehan (2009) has 
shown that while the nature and the number of ideas to be expressed (e.g., the degree of 
complexity; abstract, dynamic information vs. concrete, static information) seem to exert an 
influence on  the conceptualization, task types (e.g., monologic vs. dialogic; structured vs. 
unstructured) and task implementation variables (e.g., the availability of preparation, time 
pressure and post-task activities) are likely to have an effect on the lemma retrieval and the 
syntactic encoding in the formulator. He also argues that syntactic and lexical complexity in L2 
production primarily link with the conceptualization stage, whereas accuracy and fluency are 
associated with the formulator stage (Skehan, 2009). The present study employs two types of 
narrative tasks: one with picture prompts and the other with personal experiences. Foster and 
 12 
 
Skehan (1996) examined the influence of task type and planning on L2 oral performance and 
found that performance generated on a narrative task was the most complex but the least accurate, 
compared to a decision-making task and a personal information exchange task. Adding to that, in 
the narrative task, the detailed and non-detailed strategic planning led to greater improvement in 
complexity but not much in accuracy. They interpreted this to mean that the narrative task 
required learners to use precise and extended language, which resulted in the highest level of 
complexity at the expense of accuracy. Personal tasks are likely to be cognitively less demanding 
on the formulator because learners are able to adjust the content to their linguistic knowledge if 
necessary, instead of somehow searching precise lexical items and structures to express the 
storyline prescribed by picture prompts. Hence, it is possible to suppose that learners’ L2 oral 
productions would be more accurate and more fluent in a personal narrative task, and more 
complex in a picture-based narrative task.     
 
2.1.2 Storytelling / Narrative Speaking Performance 
In order to design storytelling-based English classes, it is important to understand what 
constitutes good storytelling in general and what difficulties L2 learners tend to encounter in 
storytelling. In the present study, the term “storytelling” is used interchangeably with “narrative,” 
and rather broadly refers to a discourse “where the speaker relates a series of real or fictive 
events in the order they took place” (Dahl, 1984: 116).  
Luoma (2004:144) specifies the essential features of narratives as “setting the scene, 
identifying characters and referring to them consistently, identifying the main events, and telling 
them in a coherent sequence.” In a similar vein, Pavlenko (2006:107) defined L2 narrative 
competence as “L2 users’ ability to interpret, construct, and perform personal and fictional 
narratives similar to a reference group of native speakers of the target language” and proposed 
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three components related to the competence, (1) narrative structure, (2) evaluation and 
elaboration, and (3) cohesion. She argues that competent storytellers understand conventional 
narrative structures of the target language, make the story vivid and attractive through sufficient 
elaboration and evaluation and construct coherent stories through cohesive devices in a 
linguistically and culturally appropriate manner. The present study adheres to Pavlenko’s three 
components as the general teaching outlines of the storytelling-based English instruction.  
To make the teaching outlines more specific, it is necessary to understand how each of 
Pavlenko’s (2006) three components of L2 narrative competence can be achieved, and how L2 
learners deal with them. The first component, narrative structures, can be investigated by 
elements composing in a story. One of the most influential narrative structures is Labov’s (1972) 
model (de Fina & Georgakopoulou, 2012). Based on personal experiences spoken by young 
black people in the United States, he found six elements in well-formed narratives: abstract (a 
short summary of the story at the beginning), orientation (references to time, place, and 
characters), complicating action (the main events), evaluation (personal comments on the events), 
resolution (the conclusion of the events), and coda (a signal of the end of the story). Labov 
(1972: 370) also regarded narratives as a series of answers to fundamental questions: what was 
this about? (abstract), who, when, what, where? (orientation), then what happened? 
(complicating action), so what? (evaluation), and what finally happened? (resolution). Hence, if 
all of these answers can be found in a story, then it can be considered a well-formed narrative, 
including the necessary narrative elements. With respect to the second component, elaboration 
and evaluation, Pavlenko (2006) explains that good narratives exhibit skillful uses of lexical 
choices, figurative language, reported speech, imagery, and descriptive details, whereas poor 
narratives with insufficient elaboration overuse compensatory strategies such as repetition, 
pausing, lexical borrowing, code-switching, omission, and requests for help. In addition, she 
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considers lexical diversity (e.g., type-token ratio) as one of the measures for elaboration. The 
third component, cohesion is related to semantic connectivity within and between sentences in a 
discourse. According to Halliday and Hasan (1976:4), cohesion is set up “when the interpretation 
of some elements in the discourse is dependent on that of another. The one presupposes the other, 
in the sense that it cannot be effectively decoded except by recourse to it.” They identified five 
types of cohesion: (1) reference, (pronouns, demonstratives, comparatives), (2) substitution, (3) 
ellipsis, (4) conjunction, and (5) lexical cohesion (reiteration, collocation). Thus, by examining 
these cohesive devices in learners’ storytelling, we can see how well each utterance is connected 
and well organized as a coherent story. 
There are some empirical studies that demonstrated L2 learners’ weakness in storytelling 
and related aspects. For example, Rintell (1990) compared personal emotional storytelling 
produced by adult native English speakers and adult ESL students with intermediate proficiency, 
and found that learner stories were lacking details and far less elaborated than native speakers’ 
stories. While the native speakers employed a wider variety of strategies such as figurative 
language, reported speech, epithets and depersonalization to elaborate the stories, the learners’ 
strategies were limited to direct and minimized statements of emotion and references to physical 
sensations. In the same line, Ordóñez (2004) observed that the learners tended to produce short 
and less elaborated stories with a bare sequence of generalized events without references to 
complex time aspects and characters, and be holistically evaluated lower by the judges, 
comparing to their monolingual counterparts. In the study of narrative development, Viberg 
(2001) showed that L2 learners were likely to prefer one type of connector over the others and 
overuse it in the beginning stage, and that a certain L2 linguistic level might be required to 
include the basic components of narrative structure. In the Japanese context, Kawahara (2004) 
analyzed spoken output through a picture description task done by high school EFL learners and 
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American high school students. He reported that the Japanese EFL learners spoke less, in 
particular, without using adjectives, adverbs, and conjunctions. The learners’ frequency of 
adjectives and adverbs were only one-eighth and one-thirteenth of the native speakers’ frequency, 
respectively. Even if the fact that the native speakers spoke five times more than the Japanese 
students is considered, the ratios of adjectives and adverbs in the total utterances are much 
smaller in the case of the Japanese students. As for conjunctions, while the native speakers used 
152 tokens in nine different types, the Japanese students’ performance involved only four tokens 
in one type “and.”  
All in all, good stories require the basic narrative elements with enough details, strategies, 
lexical elements and evaluation in a coherent sequence. However, telling good stories is not an 
easy task for L2 learners because they tend not to fully possess necessary skills, especially for 
elaboration and cohesion. Therefore, the storytelling-based English lessons in the present study 
focus on the narrative elements and linguistic devices for elaboration and cohesion as teaching 
targets and revisit them throughout the course. 
 
2.1.3 Measuring Speaking Performance with a Storytelling / Narrative Task 
     Narrative tasks are frequently used in assessing L2 learners’ speaking performance. 
Learners are asked to tell a story based on picture sequences (e.g., Koizumi, 2009; Tavakoli & 
Skehan, 2005; Yuan & Ellis, 2003) or on short films (e.g., Bygate, 1996; 2001). In another case, 
learners are asked to tell what they will do during a specific period of time or to tell something 
that happened to them (e.g., Ano, 2002; Rintell, 1990). One of the advantages for narrative tasks 
is that they can be monologic and elicit enough talk from each learner without the interlocutor’s 
influences. Moreover, storytelling generated by pictures or films can control too much individual 
variation in the storylines (Ortega, 1999). On the other hand, in allowing learners to decide what 
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they want to tell, personal stories vary a great deal in the content. Nevertheless, the present study 
included personal stories for assessing spoken proficiency too because people quite often talk 
about their own stories in real life and that is the main motivation to deal with storytelling in this 
study.  
    L2 performance is regarded as multidimensional in nature and often investigated using three 
distinct but interconnected dimensions of complexity, accuracy and fluency. Considering that 
language learning involves both knowing and doing, Tonkyn (2012) claims that complexity and 
accuracy are likely to relate to knowing (repertoire, grammar, vocabulary), and fluency appears 
to connect with doing (rapid access to knowledge achieved through doing). Many studies have 
shown that complexity, accuracy and fluency interact with each other supportively in some cases 
and competitively in other cases, and cannot be assumed to have a linear development. Also, 
these dimensions are affected by various factors such as linguistic features, learner variables, and 
pedagogical intervention (Housen, Kuiken & Vedder, 2012).  
The first step in quantitatively measuring these dimensions of performance is to divide oral 
data into units for the calculation of frequencies and ratios. Among available units for analysis 
such as T-unit, C-unit, and Utterance, the AS-unit proposed by Foster, Tonkyn and Wigglesworth 
(2000) is specifically designed for spoken data. AS-unit is a syntax-based unit with intonation 
and pause features, and comprises “an independent clause or sub-clausal unit, together with any 
subordinate clause(s)” (Foster et al., 2000: 365). Particularly, the inclusion of a sub-clausal unit 
is helpful because it can take fragmentary but understandable utterances from the discourse into 
account. Unlike written data, it is anticipated that such fragmentary utterances will often appear 
in spoken data, especially in the case of L2 learners who are less experienced in speaking in the 
target language. Therefore, the present study employs the AS-unit as the basis for a quantitative 
analysis.  
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Complexity 
     Complexity can be defined as “the ability to use a wide and varied range of sophisticated 
structures and vocabulary in the L2” (Housen et al., 2012: 2). Skehan and Foster (2001) note that 
complexity may indicate the upper limit of learners’ interlanguage systems when experimenting 
with recently acquired structures, and language learning process of restructuring their 
interlanguage knowledge. As for general measures, syntactic complexity can be analyzed by the 
number of words and clauses per unit: the number of words per T-unit (Bygate, 2001), the 
number of clauses per C-unit (Robinson, 2007), the number of clauses per AS-unit (Koizumi, 
2009), and the number of subordinations per clause (Iwashita, 2010). These global measures are 
considered to be more sensitive for discriminating between proficiency levels or detecting 
treatment effects in experimental conditions (Housen et al., 2012). However, complementing 
them with specific measures targeting more focused linguistic features is also recommended 
(Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). Such specific measures include the number of different verb forms 
used (Yuan & Ellis, 2003; Ellis & Yuan, 2005), the number of cohesive devices (articles, 
pronouns, connectors) per AS-unit (Koizumi & Fujimori, 2010), and the number of noun phrase 
and verb phrase elaborations (auxiliaries, catenative verbs, and adverbs) in performance (Tonkyn, 
2012). Along with general complexity measures, the number of cohesive devices per AS-unit 
detected consistent changes in both Japanese high school and university student groups’ speaking 
complexity (Koizumi & Fujimori, 2010), and the number of modal auxiliaries, catenative verbs 
and adverbs in oral interview data from upper intermediate learners of English (Tonkyn, 2012). 
Both studies have suggested these measures as progress-sensitive ones that can detect short-term 
gains in speaking instruction.  
The other aspect of complexity is vocabulary. Lexical richness can be examined in terms 
of its sophistication and variation. Lexical sophistication and variation respectively concern the 
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proportion of low-frequency words and different words used in a text. It is assumed that 
proficient learners possess a larger vocabulary knowledge that they can choose from to express 
their intended meaning with uncommon but precise and appropriate words for a topic 
(sophistication) and/or without using the same words repeatedly (variation) (Read, 2000). One 
frequently examined aspect is lexical diversity with the indices of type-token ratio (Robinson, 
2007), mean segmental type-token ratio (Yuan & Ellis, 2003), the D index (Iwashita, 2010; 
Kormos & Dénes, 2004) and the Guiraud index (Koizumi & Katagiri, 2007; Koizumi, 2009). 
One notable drawback with simple type-token ratio is its relationship with text length. As the 
total number of words uttered increases, new types of words introduced in the text tend to 
decrease (Durán, Malvern, Richards & Chipere, 2004). On the contrary, the D index is a valid 
measure without being affected by the text length. But it requires a minimum of 50 valid words 
for computing (Durán et al., 2004) and may not be suitable for L2 performance of low-proficient 
learners. The Guiraud index appears to perform better in some cases (van Hout & Vermeer, 
2007). Considering that the participants in the present study did not produce more than 50 words 
on average in the pretest phase, the Guiraud index seemed to be the best possible measure for 
lexical diversity.  
 
Accuracy 
     Accuracy can be characterized as “the ability to produce target-like and error-free 
language” (Housen et al., 2012; 2). Both complexity and accuracy are associated more with L2 
knowledge, but they reflect different aspects of knowledge. Skehan and Foster (2001) maintain 
that complexity relates to a learner’s willingness to use more challenging and difficult language, 
whereas accuracy may demonstrate a learner’s effort to avoid errors, using more stable and 
familiar interlanguage resources. In other words, complexity shows “development and growth in 
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the interlanguage system”, and accuracy captures “a particular interlanguage level” (Foster & 
Skehan, 1996: 304). The global accuracy measures include the percentage of error-free clauses 
(Ellis & Yuan, 2005; Foster & Skehan, 1996; Kormos & Trebits, 2012), the percentage of 
error-free C-units (Robinson, 2007), the number of errors per T-unit (Bygate, 2001), error-free 
AS-units per AS-unit (Koizumi, 2009; Koizumi & Fujimori, 2010), and errors per 100 words 
(Mehnert, 1998). Researchers also employ specific measures like the percentage of correct verb 
forms (Ellis & Yuan, 2005; Kormos & Trebits, 2012), the percentage of error-free relative 
clauses and past tense verbs (Kormos & Trebits, 2012), and the percentage of target-like verbal 
morphology (Wigglesworth, 1997). As in the case of complexity, specific measures of accuracy 
work best as a complement to general measures that appear to be more sensitive to capturing 
differences in learner performance. However, specific measures are especially recommended for 
focused tasks that have been designed to produce particular linguistic features (Ellis & 
Barkhuizen, 2005).  
 
Fluency 
     Fluency can be described as “the ability to produce the L2 with native-like rapidity, 
pausing, hesitation, or reformulation” (Housen et al., 2012; 2). Contrary to complexity and 
accuracy, which represent L2 form, fluency reflects meaning. Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005:139) 
state that “fluency occurs when learners prioritize meaning over form in order to get a task done.” 
Therefore, fluency may indicate what learners can do with their L2 resources in real-time 
communication. If learners continuously engage in speaking activities using their L2 resources, 
they may get to be able to smoothly access to their L2 knowledge and develop fluency in their 
speaking performance.  
Fluency measures can be divided into the two categories of temporal variables and 
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hesitation phenomena (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). Temporal variables concern the speed of 
speaking. The measures include speech rate (Ellis & Yuan, 2005; Kawauchi, 2005; Koizumi, 
2009), the number of pauses (Koizumi & Katagiri, 2007; Kawauchi & Kamimoto, 2000; 
Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005), pause length (Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005), and the length of run 
(Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005). Hesitation phenomena indicate dysfluency such as false starts, 
repetitions, reformulations, and replacement (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005), and can be measured by 
counting the frequencies of each dysfluency marker. Kormos and Dénes (2004) investigated the 
relationships between measures and speaking judges’ perceptions of fluency in L2 storytelling 
performance of advanced and low-intermediate proficiency learners. The study revealed that 
while the speech rate and the mean length of run were associated the most with fluency scores 
rated by the judges, the number of filled and unfilled pauses and other dysfluency markers did 
not affect fluency judgments. Given that hesitation phenomena have less impact than temporal 
variables on listeners’ fluency judgment, the present study focused on temporal variable 
measures.  
 
Narrative task specific measures 
     Considering that higher scores on the measures of complexity, accuracy and fluency may 
not always indicate the success and appropriateness of a learner’s L2 performance, Pallotti 
(2009) proposed another dimension, adequacy, to be included for investigation. It should reflect 
whether a learner’s performance is appropriate or not in achieving the goals of a task, and can be 
measured in task-specific ways. As mentioned in the previous section, including all the essential 
information to convey an intended story is one of the requirements for good narratives. Therefore, 
one possible way of measuring narrative adequacy is to examine idea units that a learner covers 
in a text. An idea unit can be defined as “a message segment consisting of a topic and comment 
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that is separated from contiguous units syntactically and/or intonationally” (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 
2005:154). It can be categorized into major idea units and minor idea units. While major idea 
units are the indispensable content of a story, minor idea units are not indispensable but are 
details that can elaborate a story. Ellis and Barkhuien (2005) note that baseline data from fully 
competent target-language speakers who perform the same task can best establish main and 
minor idea units. Inoue (2010) explored picture-sequence narrative performance produced by 24 
Japanese learners of English at six different levels (level 4 to level 9: approximately CEFR A2 to 
B2/C1) of the Standard Speaking Test, employing idea units along with commonly used 
performance measures. Although the study could not ensure exactly the same amount of time 
availability for every speaker’s narration due to the speaking test administration conditions, the 
results showed that the number of main idea units did not differentiate between proficiency 
levels, whereas the minor idea units revealed more variation in nonlinear development.   
  
2.2 Individual Learner Differences and L2 Learning 
     The present study explores not only the learners’ L2 speaking performance but also their 
motivation, anxiety, and linguistic self-confidence before and after the educational intervention. 
Motivation, anxiety and self-confidence are well-established individual learner factors that 
mediate L2 learning directly or indirectly. In this section, these three factors of individual learner 
differences are reviewed focusing mainly on their changes over time and influences on L2 
speaking.  
 
2.2.1 Motivation 
Motivation, one of the key factors in determining success or failure in L2 learning, has 
attracted researchers’ attention since the 1960s and has been abundantly studied while 
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undergoing some changes in perspectives from social psychological approaches to cognitive and 
process-oriented approaches (Dӧrnyei, 2005). Recent L2 motivational studies not only focus on 
the general and stable aspects of motivation (e.g., values, beliefs) but also on the 
classroom-related influences (e.g., teachers, learner groups, instruction, tasks) and treat 
motivation as a complex and dynamic construct that differs across the contexts and changes over 
time. Further, along with L2 overall proficiency measured by final course grades and general 
language test scores, specific learning behaviors such as task engagement and strategy use are 
also explored in their relationship with motivation. Accordingly, classroom-based motivation has 
become a matter of wide interest.  
Some empirical studies have demonstrated how and why learners’ motivation changes 
over time. Ushioda (2001) conducted an interview study with 20 undergraduate students taking 
L2 French courses at an Irish university, and described their motivational changes over a period 
of 15 months. The study observed that initially, motivation was shaped by the learners’ liking and 
enjoyment, rooted in their L2 learning and L2-related experiences to date; later, it was shaped by 
future goals or perspectives that had developed gradually overtime as the students progressed in 
their studies. Similarly, Busse and Walter (2013) explored motivational changes among first-year 
students studying German at prestigious English universities, and revealed that language learning 
became less enjoyable over time while the desire to improve the language was slightly increased. 
Their motivational decline arose from the lack of opportunities to engage actively with the 
language, limited progress in oral skills, intellectual dissatisfaction with learning tasks, and the 
low status of language learning and language teachers. Moreover, the learners’ perceived effort 
was more closely related to their motivation than to their desire to attain proficiency. Observing 
learners’ motivational downturn from the beginning to end of the course is not rare (e.g., Gardner, 
Masgoret, Tennant, & Mihic, 2004; Inbar, Donitsa-Schmidt, & Shohamy, 2001). Gardner et al. 
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(2004) measured 197 university students’ affective variable changes six times in a year-long 
intermediate-level French course, and showed that their motivation generally went down toward 
the end of the course, especially in the case of less successful learners. The students who 
obtained A’s as their final grade maintained their initial favorable motivation, whereas the B 
students exhibited some declines in motivation and the less-than-B students exhibited greater 
declines. On the other hand, it is possible to spot learners’ motivational upturn. In the Japanese 
EFL context, Hiromori (2006) investigated the effects of creative writing activities on 100 
first-year university students’ motivational development over a period of 12 weeks. He classified 
the students into four groups according to their initial motivational state: externally-motivated, 
intrinsically-motivated, unmotivated, and internal-pressure group. The results revealed that the 
learners’ level of motivation was improved in all the groups, and that the sources of their 
motivational increase were competence with learning tasks and relationships with classmates for 
the less motivated learners, and autonomy in learning for the highly motivated learners. These 
studies indicate that motivation is changeable depending on a variety of factors such as learners’ 
perception of L2 learning and related experiences, future perspectives, progress and achievement, 
and instruction. As in the case of Hiromori’s (2006) study, it is possible to enhance learners’ 
motivation by implementing learning tasks in a motivating manner.  
How does motivation affect learners’ engagement in L2 speaking? Gliksman, Gardner and 
Smythe (1982) explored high school students studying French in Canada. The method used was 
to administer the attitude battery (e.g., motivational intensity, attitudes toward learning French) 
and to observe and assess class participation (e.g., the total number of volunteering, elicited 
utterances, correct answers, incorrect answers) six times in four months. The results showed that 
integratively motivated students volunteered more and provided more correct answers in class 
throughout the semester. More recently, Dӧrnyei (2002) examined the relationship between 
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learners’ motivational and attitudinal disposition and their engagement in an oral argumentative 
task in pairs. The study indicated that the students who were highly motivated to learn English 
along with positive task attitudes tended to speak more words and take more turns than less 
motivated peers. In addition, he found that the learners were influenced by their partner’s level of 
motivation. These studies suggest that motivated learners take a more active role in their L2 
learning processes than less motivated learners.  
 
2.2.2 Foreign Language Anxiety 
     Anxiety, another influential variable in L2 learning, is also related to specific L2 learning 
contexts and behaviors. Anxiety is classified into three types: trait (the anxious personality), state 
(the temporal anxiety at a particular moment), and situation-specific (the anxiety triggered from 
specific situations). Language anxiety is considered situation-specific. And a number of studies 
have indicated that L2 speaking is most closely associated with language anxiety. Koch and 
Terrell (1991) found that oral presentation, oral skits, oral quizzes and being called on to speak 
were the major anxiety producers in the L2 Spanish classrooms with Natural Approach activities 
and teaching techniques. Likewise, in Woodrow’s (2006) study, performing English in front of 
classmates, giving an oral presentation, and speaking in English to native speakers are the three 
most prominent ‘stressors’ for advanced L2 English learners at intensive English courses in 
Australia. The possibility of making mistakes while speaking and the resultant reactions from the 
audience appear to make learners nervous (Nerlicki, 2011). Given that language anxiety develops 
when negative experiences with L2 learning repeatedly occur (Gardner & MacIntyre 1993a), 
most learners encounter special difficulty in L2 speaking and the accumulation of unpleasant 
memories related to the L2 speaking difficulty may lead to language anxiety.  
     Generally, language anxiety has a negative impact on L2 achievement and performance. 
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Summarizing the results from the studies of anxiety, Gardner and MacIntyre (1993a) concluded 
that anxiety would disturb learners’ basic learning and verbal production, and hinder learners 
from providing answers voluntarily in class and from expressing themselves in L2 conversation. 
In fact, Steinberg and Horwitz (1986) compared the degree of personal interpretation in 
picture-based oral descriptions produced by low-intermediate L2 English learners at university in 
a stressful environment (anxiety condition) with those by learners in a stress-free environment 
(nonanxiety condition), and reported that the learners in the stressful environment described the 
pictures less interpretively than the learners in the relaxed environment did. Similarly, in the 
investigation of an oral self-description task produced by first-year university students taking L2 
French courses in Canada, MacIntyre and Gardner (1994) found that anxious learners produced 
shorter descriptions with lower fluency and complexity and less of a French accent. For class 
participation, Ely (1986) demonstrated that language class discomfort, operationalized as the 
degree of anxiety, self-consciousness, or embarrassment when speaking in the L2 in the 
classroom, influenced the amount of voluntary participation indirectly through language class 
risk-taking. In other words, anxiety lowered the learners’ level of risk-taking, which resulted in 
the lower level of active class participation. Moreover, anxious learners tend to rate their own 
speaking ability lower than less anxious learners (e.g., Gardner & MacIntyre, 1993b). Thus, it is 
reasonable to assume that learners with high anxiety are those who possess a lower level of 
confidence in their own L2 ability with a passive learning attitude. As shown in these studies, 
reducing learners’ anxiety is essential to encourage learners to engage in L2 communication and 
acquire a good level of L2 speaking skills. 
     Some studies have shown that anxiety takes a favorable upturn when learners progress in 
their L2 studying. Piechurska-Kuciel (2011) explored the relationship between language anxiety 
and self-assessment of foreign language (FL) speaking skills among high school students in 
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Poland over three years. The first-year students held the highest level of anxiety and rated their 
FL speaking skills lowest, compared to the second and third-year students. On the contrary, the 
third-year students exhibited the lowest level of anxiety and assessed their FL speaking skills 
highest. In the study by Gardner et al. (2004), university students’ French class anxiety decreased 
over the year, regardless of their course grades. However, the students with the less-than-B grade 
had a significantly higher anxiety than the students with the B and A grades. These results 
suggest that learners’ anxiety is closely associated with their low achievement or negative 
self-image of their capabilities in the L2, but it would be reduced when they gradually become 
accustomed to the target language and develop linguistic confidence in the process of learning. 
 
2.2.3 Linguistic Self-confidence 
Not only is anxiety considered important, but learners’ linguistic self-confidence has 
consistently been shown to be important in research as well. Baker and MacIntyre (2000) claim 
that for the non-immersion students who have limited opportunities to use the target language, 
perceived competence predicts the students’ L2 communication to a greater extent than anxiety. 
Furthermore, MacIntyre and Charos (1996) reported that beginning learners’ frequency of L2 
communication was directly influenced by perceived competence. L2 learners’ linguistic 
self-confidence has been studied in its relationship to their willingness to communicate (WTC) 
that is the tendency of an individual to initiate communication when free to do so. WTC is 
important because it is considered the immediate prerequisite of actual communication behavior. 
Employing structural equation modeling, Yashima (2002) showed that Japanese university 
students’ WTC was predicted by perceived L2 communicative competence and a lower level of 
anxiety. Further, L2 learning motivation influenced L2 communicative competence but did not 
have a direct impact on WTC. A more concrete example of the relationship between learners’ 
 27 
 
WTC and L2 communicative behavior can be found in the study by Yashima, Zenuk-Nishide, 
and Shimizu (2004). They investigated WTC and L2 communicative behavior inside and outside 
the classroom among two groups of Japanese high school students. Group 1 consisted of the 
students in a high school who could freely interact with native speakers of English as their EFL 
and homeroom teachers. Group 2 was composed of the students who participated in a 
study-abroad program in America. The study with both groups indicated not only that perceived 
communicative competence was most strongly associated with WTC in the L2, but also that 
WTC scores were related to L2 use. In Group 1, the students with high WTC tended to initiate 
communication in the classroom and to ask questions or talk to the teachers outside class more 
frequently. In Group 2, the students who had high WTC before departure of the study-abroad 
program appeared to engage in L2 communication more frequently and for longer periods of 
time during the stay. In this study, the motivated learners seemed to have a higher level of 
confidence, but motivation did not influence WTC directly. The studies by Yashima (2002) and 
Yashima et al. (2004) imply that merely having motivation does not seem to be sufficient to have 
learners actively engage in L2 communication. On the other hand, WTC does not always 
influence actual L2 use without motivation. For example, in Dӧrnyei’s (2002) study of the 
learners’ motivational disposition and oral argumentative task performance, WTC had significant 
positive correlations with both the number of words and the number of turns the learners 
produced only for those who had a higher level of task attitudes.   
Taken together, motivation, anxiety, and linguistic self-confidence are of great importance 
on L2 learning. In addition, they do not stand alone. Motivated learners are likely to put more 
efforts into L2 learning, which may lead to higher confidence and lower anxiety about the target 
language. In contrast, anxious learners may lose motivation to study an L2 and become less 
confident. Considering their close relationship, if L2 teachers can successfully find ways to 
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transform one of these individual factors in a positive direction, there seems to be a good chance 
of improving the other factors as well. Therefore, the present study examined how the students 
developed their L2 affective dispositions in the storytelling-based instruction, hoping that at least 
one of these three affective factors would be enhanced and produce a favorable influence on 
other affective dispositions as well as acquisition of the target language.  
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Chapter 3 Educational Intervention: Storytelling-based English Classes 
 
     As described in Chapter 1, the overall objectives of English teaching in Japan are 
developing students’ communicative ability and fostering a positive attitude toward 
communicating through English. In order to achieve these goals, it is essential that students have 
plenty of opportunities to engage in language-use activities in the classroom and become 
accustomed to using the language. Adding to that, among various language-use activities, talking 
about experiences and events is very common in our daily life and acquiring good storytelling 
skills is advantageous for everyone to build human relations in social interaction. In other words, 
ultimately the ability to construct and convey a narrative is needed in all walks of life. With these 
considerations in mind, storytelling-based English classes were designed for university students 
of beginning to low-intermediate proficiency who have at least six-year English learning 
experience. In this chapter, the overall goals, topics, materials, and lesson plans employed in the 
storytelling-based English classes will be described. 
 
3.1 Overall Goals, Topics, and Materials 
Recall that the term “storytelling” in the present study can be replaced with “narrative” 
and is roughly defined as a discourse “where the speaker relates a series of real or fictive events 
in the order they took place” (Dahl, 1984: 116). Following Pavlenko’s (2006) three components 
related to L2 narrative competence, good stories are considered to the ones that have the basic 
narrative elements with enough details and evaluation in a coherent sequence. On the basis of the 
ingredients of good stories as well as the objectives of English teaching in Japan, the overall 
goals of the storytelling-based English classes were determined as follows:  
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(1) To develop the ability to construct stories about experiences and events including all 
necessary information and sufficient details in a coherent sequence to make the stories 
understandable and interesting for listeners.  
(2) To improve speaking skills to get stories across to listeners, while making the most use 
of available linguistic resources that have already been learned. 
(3) To become accustomed to and enjoy expressing intended meaning in English by using 
linguistic resources freely and creatively. 
 
Drawing on Lavob’s (1972) narrative structure, Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) cohesive 
devices, and Pavlenko’s (2006) summary of narrative elaboration based on past studies, the 
following topics and linguistic features were chosen for the storytelling-based English classes in 
order to achieve these overall goals (see Table. 3.1). These topics and language focuses were 
revisited throughout the semester once they were introduced in the class.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 31 
 
Table 3.1 
Topics and Language Focus in the Storytelling-based English Classes 
Topic / Aim Language focus 
1. Story elements 1: 
To make a story including 
necessary information 
˖ Necessary information 
Who was in the story?    When did it happen? 
Where did it happen?     What happened? 
 What finally happened? 
2. Story elements 2: 
To launch / end a story 
˖ Launching a story 
Provide a short summary of a story as an opening sentence 
     What is the story about?  
˖ Ending a story 
Provide the speaker’s evaluative commentary to the events 
     How did you feel about the story? 
     What did you learn from the story? 
     Why did you tell this story? 
3. Cohesion 1: 
To make a story coherent using 
articles and pronouns properly 
˖ Referential cohesion 
Use appropriate articles and pronouns consistently 
Avoid unnecessary repetition of a person’s name  
4. Cohesion 2:  
To make a story coherent using 
conjunctive expressions 
˖ Conjunctive adverbs 
  Use conjunctive adverbs to make additive, adversative, 
causal, and temporal connectivity 
5. Cohesion 3:  
To make a story coherent using 
subordinating conjunctions 
˖ Subordinating conjunctions  
  Use subordinating conjunctions to indicate a time, place, 
condition, and/or cause and effect relationship 
6. Elaboration 1:  
To describe people  
˖ Describe the story characters 
  Use adjectives, prepositional phrases, relative clauses, 
and/or present participle adjectives to fully describe people  
7. Elaboration 2:   
To describe time and place 
˖ Describe the story scene 
  Use adjectives, prepositional phrases, and/or relative clauses 
to fully describe time and place in the story scene 
8. Elaboration 3:  
To describe actions, emotions, 
intentions 
˖ Describe the story character’s actions and feelings 
  Use adjectives, adverbs, and/or catenative verbs to fully 
describe the character’s actions, intentions and feelings 
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The storytelling-based English classes were conducted in a semester of 15 weeks from 
April 9
th
 to July 18
th
 in 2013. The class met twice a week for 80 minutes each. Among 30 class 
hours in the semester, six class hours were used at the course beginning and course ending for 
class orientation, an English proficiency test (Oxford Placement Test), a background information 
questionnaire, motivational questionnaires, a storytelling pretest and posttest, and getting used to 
recording English speaking. The remaining 24 class hours were actually used for storytelling 
lessons. Table 3.2 shows the order of the three narrative components with the topics in the class 
schedule. 
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Table 3.2  
Schedule and Materials for the Storytelling-based English Classes 
Week Class Content Date 
1 
1 
Class orientation, Get to know your classmate 
Background Information Questionnaire, 
Motivational Questionnaire (pretest) 
April 9
th
 
2 
Oxford placement test 
Getting used to recording: self-introduction 
April 11
th
 
2 
3 Getting used to recording: things you like April 16
th
 
4 Storytelling pretest: 1.Picnic Story (Composition, p.37-38) 
                    2. Personal Experience storytelling 
April 18
th
 
3 
5 
Story 1: A clever dog  (Beginning Composition, p. 8) 
Story elements 1: Necessary information 
April 23
rd
 
6 April 25
th
 
4 
7 April 30
th
 
8 
Story 2: The crow & the jug (based on Aesop Fable) 
Story elements 2: Launching / Ending a story 
May 7
th
 
5 
9 May 9
th
 
10 May 14
th
 
6 
11 
Story 3: Catching a thief  (Beginning Composition, p. 42) 
Cohesion 1: Referential cohesion 
May 16
th
 
12 May 21
st
 
7 
13 May 23
rd
 
14 
Story 4: Wet paint  (Beginning Composition, p. 14) 
Cohesion 2: Conjunctive adverbs 
May 28
th
 
8 
15 May 30
th
 
16 June 4
th
 
9 
17 
Story 5: Football  (Composition, p. 21-22) 
Cohesion 3: Subordinating conjunctions 
June 6
th
 
18 June 11
th
 
10 
19 June 13
th
 
20 
Story 6: A visit to the doctor (Beginning Composition, p. 32)  
Elaboration 1: Describing the character 
June 18
th
 
11 
21 June 20
th
 
22 June 25
th
 
12 
23 
Story 7: An embarrassing morning  (Original) 
Elaboration 2: Describing time & place 
June 27
th
 
24 June 29
th
 
13 
25 July 2
nd
 
26 
Story 8: Hit and miss!  (Beginning Composition, p. 30) 
Elaboration 3: Describing actions & emotions 
July 4
th
 
14 
27 July 9
th
 
28 July 11
th
 
15 
29 
Wrap-up 
Motivational questionnaire (posttest) 
Self-evaluation questionnaire, Course evaluation 
July 16
th
 
30 Storytelling posttest: 1.Picnic Story (Composition, p. 37-38) 
2. Personal Experience storytelling 
July 18
th
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Materials 
     The class covered eight stories in total during the semester: five from the students’ 
textbook “Beginning Composition Through Pictures” (Heaton, 2007), one from “Composition 
Through Pictures” (Heaton, 1966), one from Aesop Fables, and one story written by the author 
(see Table 3.2). Selection of these materials was strategic. If a story written in Japanese is 
provided to the students as a composition prompt, there is a possibility that they may end up 
merely doing translation exercises from Japanese into English instead of creatively thinking 
about what messages to produce and how best to express their intended meaning in the L2. If 
that happened, there would be almost no variation in the students’ story structures and linguistic 
usage. On the other hand, with picture prompts the students can still choose how they want to 
express the story with their linguistic repertoire. It is desirable that the students will make 
conscious comparisons between their own and their classmates’ story structures and language use 
to convey the same storyline and learn from each other. Therefore, all of these stories were 
provided in the format of picture sequences without any dialogue. For Story 2 and Story 7, I 
drew picture sequences by myself.  
     In addition, the students purchased a read-aloud book “Ten Minutes a Day, Super 
Read-Aloud Lessons: The Lives of Great Men” (Kano, 2012) for self-study. The book includes 
the stories of seven great men such as Michael Jackson and Steve Jobs and comes with a CD of 
fast and slow reading. This book was chosen because the topics seemed interesting, and above all, 
it was expected that the book would provide an opportunity to learn English with stories and to 
see how the stories were actually told. Although the students were supposed to understand how 
they can study with this book, there were no specific requirements for how much they study. 
They studied with this book at their own pace outside class and kept records of the amount of 
time required for reading aloud each section, vocabulary and grammar they learned, and 
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impressive phrases they wanted to remember in the self-study papers that I prepared. I collected 
the papers from the students and gave brief comments on their studying twice in the semester. 
Whereas some students tried really hard and completed the book, most students finished four out 
of the seven stories and a couple of students finished just one story. 
 
3.2 Lesson Plans 
When making lesson plans, the following principles were considered from second 
language acquisition (SLA) and related studies: 
1. To encourage the students to express a story by making use of their linguistic resources and 
fully stretching their L2 capacities 
In order to do so, the students produce a story for themselves first. Then they are provided a 
model story as input to search and find solutions to their lexical or grammatical problems they 
encounter in the first attempt of the story production. After that, the students should be given a 
chance to produce their modified version of the story, incorporating what they noticed in the 
model story. Research shows that learners are likely to direct attention to form in the 
subsequent input after their first performance (output), and that modified output is conducive 
to L2 development (e.g., Loewen, 2005) 
 
2. To get the students to work in a small group and to think about the language in order to 
portray the events in a story during the task planning stage 
  Research on collaborative dialogue and languaging indicates that talking about the language 
during a meaning-focused task facilitates L2 learning processes (e.g., Swain & Lapkin, 
1998).Therefore, it is expected that the students can scaffold each other’s learning toward the 
same goal while thinking about how best to accomplish the task with their limited linguistic 
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resources. Moreover, group work gives the students more opportunities to use the language for 
themselves. Employing pair or small group work also contributes to motivation by promoting 
group cohesiveness and cooperation among learners (Dӧrnyei, 2001).  
 
3. To provide opportunities for repeated practice  
   This practice does not mean mechanical drills. Getting learners to repeat the same task with 
different partners is likely to result in a wider use of vocabulary and a higher level of 
accuracy and grammatical complexity (e.g., Lynch & Maclean, 2001). In addition, repeated 
practice may promote learners’ confidence by providing sufficient opportunities to use the 
language.  
 
4. To provide opportunities to reflect the students’ storytelling performance 
   While learners record and transcribe their own speaking performance, they appear to become 
aware of their linguistic problems (Wills & Willis, 2007). Generally, noticing with some level 
of awareness is considered a facilitative condition to L2 acquisition. However, besides 
linguistic problems, learners need to be aware of what they are learning and how they are 
improving. Encouraging learners to positively evaluate their own accomplishments and 
progress is one of the ways to increase learner satisfaction (Dӧrnyei, 2001). 
 
As described in the previous section, the class covered eight stories during the semester. 
Each story was completed in 10 stages over a period of three class hours. For group formation, 
the students drew lots with every new story, made groups of four or five, and sat in assigned 
seats with their group members. The students studied together with all the classmates in pair or 
group work at least once in the semester. While planning how to express themselves in telling the 
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story in groups, using Japanese (the students’ L1) was not prohibited. The 10-stage lesson flow 
for a story is described in Table 3.3 It includes mention of some class instruments, such as a 
Planning Sheet, Model Story, and other classroom aides available in Appendixes.  
 
Table 3.3 
The 10-stage Lesson Flow for a Story (3 class-hours) 
The students’ activities Formation 
Stage 1: Put the information together and predict the story 
  The picture sequences are split in half (e.g., A: Picture 1 & 3; B: Picture 2 & 4) 
for each group. In each group, two students have Story Part A and the other 
two students have Story Part B. Without showing the pictures, the students 
put the information together verbally in order to find out what the story is all 
about. Before exchanging the information, the students who have the same 
pictures can prepare how they are going to tell the information. 
Pair → 
Group 
Stage 2: Describe each scene 
  After checking the students’ predictions, the complete picture sequences are 
provided. The students describe what they can see in each picture to 
brainstorm on words and phrases relating to the story. In order to show there 
is not just one correct way to express things and situations, the students are 
encouraged to think about more than one way to describe the pictures using 
various vocabulary items and structures that they have already learned 
without worrying too much about making mistakes. Group points are given 
for voluntary utterances.  
Whole class 
Stage 3: Prepare how to convey the story & Practice telling the story 
  In groups again, the students discuss how they are going to express 
themselves in telling the story, thinking about the language and the story 
structures. They write down their planning in the Planning Sheet*. When 
finished, the students practice telling the story.  
Group 
(Original) 
Stage 4: Tell the group story in a different group & Get comments  
The students move to another table to work with four or five new students. In 
the new group, each student takes turns to tell his or her group story as the 
representative of the original group. The listeners are encouraged to compare 
each version of the story and give some comments. 
Group 
(New) 
Stage 5: Report the comments and what they noticed 
   The students go back to their original group and share the comments they 
received and the things they noticed through listening to other groups’ 
stories.  
Group 
(Original) 
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Stage 6: Study the Model Story 
   The students receive the teacher’s Model Story* which contains errors or 
missing words to focus on the target linguistic features. First, the students 
work individually to make corrections or additions on the Model Story. 
Next, they check their answers with group members. After that, the answers 
are verified in the whole class.  
Individual 
→ 
Group  
(Original)→ 
Whole class 
Stage 7: Make the final version of the story  
   The students revise their group story incorporating what they learned and 
noticed in all the stages and make the final version of the story on their own. 
Individual 
Stage 8: Practice telling the final version of the story  
   The students change from one listener to another to practice telling the final 
version of their story. The students are instructed to tell the story without 
reading out the Planning Sheet.  
Pair 
Stage 9: Record the story & Evaluate the storytelling performance 
   The students record their final version of the story at least twice. They are 
allowed to look at the pictures but not the Planning Sheet while recording. 
While listening to their recordings, the students evaluate their story 
performance and keep comments on their improvement in the Reflection 
Sheet*. The Reflection Sheet is collected at the end of each story and 
checked by the teacher. 
Individual 
Stage10: Vocabulary log 
   The students keep records of words, phrases, and structures that they 
couldn’t use well or want to remember in the Vocabulary Log Sheet*. 
Individual 
  * See samples in Appendix 
 
In class, my roles as an English teacher were leading the whole class activities, 
encouraging all the students’ participation in all the phases, moving around and helping by 
answering questions when the students were struggling to find the best way to expressing their 
intentions in the L2, and showing the students how well they had performed and how they could 
make the performance better for the next time. 
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Chapter 4 Study 1: Changes in L2 Speaking Performance and Narrative Adequacy 
 
4.1 Purposes and Research Questions 
     This study investigated 1) how college-level Japanese EFL learners perceived their 
progress in L2 skills, and 2) how their actual L2 speaking performance and narrative adequacy 
would change through consistent practice of storytelling in a course of 24 class hours distributed 
across a 15-week long semester. To attain these purposes, the students’ self-evaluation of their L2 
skills at the end of the semester was analyzed in both quantitative and qualitative approaches. 
Further, the students’ storytelling performances, based on a picture prompt and a personal 
experience, were explored in a pretest-posttest design. L2 speaking development was considered 
to be manifested in improved levels of complexity, accuracy, and fluency. Narrative adequacy 
was regarded as constructing stories with sufficient information and details in a coherent manner. 
The following research questions were addressed: 
(1) How do the students perceive the changes in their L2 skills through the storytelling-based 
English course? 
(2) How does the students’ L2 speaking performance develop in terms of complexity, accuracy, 
and fluency? 
(3) How does the students’ narrative adequacy develop in terms of elaboration with information, 
adjectives, and adverbs, and cohesion with conjunctions? 
 
4.2 Method 
4.2.1 Participants 
     The study involved two intact classes of 60 students (30 students each, 7 male and 53 
female) who enrolled in a compulsory English course at a private university in Japan. Except for 
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one second-year student, they were first-year students who were majoring in either nursing or 
child education. Although they all agreed to participate in the study and were included for their 
perceptions of L2 skill improvement, some students were excluded from analyses of the 
storytelling performances. Eight students were eliminated from the picture-based storytelling: 
one student because she was absent more than four times during the semester; one student 
because she accidentally failed to record the posttest performance; one student because she could 
not generate comprehensible stories with many word order errors; and five students because they 
told the story in the first-person (i.e. “Bill and I…”) in the posttest session, not conforming to the 
task instruction of using the third-person (i.e. “Bill and Sara…”). Judging from the fact that 
there were no students who told the story in the first-person in the pretest, practice of storytelling 
during the semester might be a cause for this misunderstanding. As for the personal storytelling, 
five students were excluded: one student because she was absent more than four times during the 
semester, one student because she failed to record the posttest performance, one student because 
her storytelling was not comprehensible with many word order errors, and two students because 
their performances were not considered a story. Consequently, picture-based storytelling by 52 
students and personal experience-based storytelling by 55 students were analyzed for the study. 
Table 4.1 presents the participants in each task.  
The students were informed that their storytelling was recorded for both research and 
educational purposes. They also understood that all the English activities including storytelling 
performances were evaluated for the course grade. They were guaranteed that all the data 
obtained in the study would be treated with absolute confidentiality, and that they could 
withdraw from the study at any time without any consequences. 
 
 
 41 
 
Table.4.1  
Number of Participants for Each Storytelling 
 Picture-based storytelling Personal experience storytelling 
Class A (Nursing) 
Class B (Child Education) 
Total 
26 (2 male, 24 female) 
26 (5 male, 21 female) 
52 (7 male, 45 female) 
28 (2 male, 26 female) 
27 (4 male, 23 female) 
55 (6 male, 49 female) 
 
All the students had studied English for at least six years prior to university, three years in 
junior high and three years in senior high schools. There were no students who had traveled to or 
had lived in a foreign country for longer than one month, and no students who were frequently 
studying or using English outside the classroom. They were not taking any other English classes 
or lessons except for the one that was involved in the present study during this research period. 
In the background information questionnaire (see Appendix 4.1), the students were asked to 
indicate up to three English skills or knowledge that they had put much effort into in their 
previous English learning, and up to three English skills or knowledge that they wanted to 
improve in the future. As shown in Figure 4.1, the result revealed that they had mostly studied 
English grammar and vocabulary, and had the least experience with speaking practice. Indeed, 
all the 60 students chose speaking as one of the skills they wanted to improve. Given this point, 
it is possible to think that these students had already studied basic English grammar and 
vocabulary well enough to handle basic narrative tasks but there may have been a discrepancy 
between their knowledge of the language and their limited speaking skills due to a lack of 
experience in speaking practice.  
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                                                                n = 60 
                                                                studied a lot 
                                                                wanted to improve  
 
 
 
Figure. 4.1 English skills/knowledge that participants had studied in their previous learning and 
wanted to improve in the future 
 
The students took Oxford Placement Test 2 (Allan, 2004) to confirm their general English 
proficiency prior to the study. The average score of the test was 114, ranging from 79 to 150 on a 
scale of 200 points (listening and grammar, 100 points each). As seen in Table 4.2, the OPT 
scores roughly identified the students’ CEFR level: two students in CEFR A1 below, nine 
students in CEFR A1, 30 students in CEFR A2, 17 students in CEFR B1, and one student each in 
CEFR B2 and CEFR C1. However, it should be noted that the students’ speaking proficiency was 
not directly tested. Overall, the participants were judged as beginning to low-intermediate EFL 
learners with limited experience of speaking practice. Nonetheless, they had a desire to improve 
speaking skills. 
 
Table. 4.2 
Participants’ CEFR Level Calibrated by the OPT Scores (n = 60) 
CEFR Level A1 below A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 
Number of students  2 9 30 17 1 1 
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4.2.2 Instruments and Task Administration Procedures 
     Three types of data were gathered to provide empirical answers to the research questions. 
Self-evaluation questionnaire 
     To find out the students’ perceptions of the changes in their L2 skills and affective 
dispositions, they were administered a self-evaluation questionnaire at the end of the course. In 
the questionnaire, they rated perceived changes in skills and affect on a 4-point Likert scale with 
1 indicating “strongly disagree (did not change at all)” and 4 indicating “strongly agree (changed 
a lot).” The questionnaire also contained open-ended questions in which the students were 
instructed to explain what had changed in their L2 skills and affect and how it had done so (see 
Appendix 4.3). In this study, their L2 skill changes were concerned. The changes in L2 affect are 
presented in Chapter 5. 
 
Two Storytelling Tasks  
     The students performed two storytelling tasks at the beginning of the storytelling-based 
English course in April and at the end of the course in July, 2013. 
1. Storytelling with picture sequences (SPS) 
The students were asked to record their storytelling based on a six-frame picture story 
from Heaton (1966). The pictures did not include any words. The story was about a boy and a 
girl who went on a picnic. While they were talking to their mother, their dog was checking their 
sandwiches in a basket but they didn’t notice that and left home. When they arrived at a nice 
picnic place and were ready to eat lunch, they were surprised to find their dog in the basket. They 
realized that the dog had eaten all of their sandwiches. The story was chosen because Heaton’s 
picture compositions have been used in other task performance studies (e.g., Yuan & Ellis, 2003; 
Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005). Tavakoli and Skehan (2005) employed the same picnic story for EFL 
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learners with elementary to intermediate proficiency. They categorized the picnic story as a 
tightly structured narrative with background information, and demonstrated that it generated 
more complex, accurate, and fluent language than unstructured narratives with no background 
events. Therefore, the picnic story seemed to be a suitable material to elicit enough talk with 
various linguistic features from the participants in the study. Even though some studies have 
shown an improvement in complexity and fluency when learners repeat a task (e.g., Bygate, 
2001), the present study employed the same picture story for the pretest and posttest to clear the 
possibility that slight differences in a task may influence task performance (e.g., Larsen-Freeman, 
2006). 
 
2. Storytelling with a personal experience (SPE) 
     The students were asked to pick an emotional event such as a happy memory or a sad 
memory and to tell me the story in as much detail as possible. This instruction was given at both 
the pretest and posttest phases, but no students repeated their same story. In other words, they 
chose a different event to talk about in the posttest.  
 
Storytelling Task Administration Procedures 
     The recordings were made in the regular classroom with fifteen students under my 
supervision during a regular class hour. A six-frame picture sequence of the picnic story and two 
memo sheets with brief instructions for the two storytelling tasks (one memo for each task, see 
Appendix 4.5, and 4.7) were placed face downwards on each desk with a voice-recorder that the 
students had became used to in class. The sheets and the recorders were not touched without my 
instructions. Before the students started the tasks, they had recorded their self-introduction in 
English for a warm-up. 
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The first task was storytelling with the picnic story. The students looked at the picture and 
planned their performance of the task for five minutes. During the preparation time, they could 
make notes on the memo sheet if they wanted, but they were informed that they would not be 
able to keep their notes during the recording. No special guidance for preparation was provided. 
However, they were told that the boy and the girl in the picture were “Bill and Sara.” Also, they 
were asked to start the story with “Yesterday… ” in order to control the English tenses. After the 
five-minute preparation, I made sure that everyone put the memo sheet away in the desk, and 
told the students to start recording the storytelling. There was no time limit for the storytelling. 
When all the students had finished recording, they got the memo sheet again and evaluated task 
difficulty on the scale of 1 (very easy) to 5 (very difficult). After the evaluation, the instructions 
for a personal story were provided. The students started to tell a personal story after a 
five-minute preparation given in the same way as the first task. Again, they were not allowed to 
look at the notes while they were actually telling the story. After recording, they again evaluated 
task difficulty in the memo sheet. That was the end of the tasks. When they left the room, no task 
materials were provided.  
The task procedures were repeated four times in a row for sixty students (15 students each). 
The students did not know what they were expected to do on the pretest and posttest days. All the 
instructions were given in Japanese.  
 
4.2.3 Coding and Measures for the Storytelling Tasks 
The students’ oral data were transcribed by the investigator in normal orthography. 
Pronunciation errors were excused with tolerance and were not strictly reflected in the transcripts. 
After the transcripts were completed, they were divided into half and their accuracy was verified 
by two Japanese lecturers who had been teaching English at universities for longer than ten years. 
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Then, the parts of the transcripts that had discrepancies, according to the lecturers, were 
double-checked by the investigator. The transcripts included all the utterances, but the utterances 
produced after a 15-second pause were excluded from the analyses (Koizumi, 2009).  
In order to calculate the frequency and ratios of data elements, the oral data was divided 
into AS-units which were proposed for analysis of spoken data by Foster, Tonkyn, and 
Wigglesworth (2000). The study followed their definition of an AS-unit as “a single speaker’s 
utterance consisting of an independent clause, or sub-clausal unit, together with any subordinate 
clause(s) associated with either” (Foster et al., 2000:365). Definitions of an independent clause, 
an independent sub-clausal unit, and subordinate clauses were also borrowed from Foster et al. 
(Foster et al., 2000: 365-366). 
• An independent clause is minimally a clause including a finite verb.  
• An independent sub-clausal unit is a phrase or a minor utterance which can be elaborated to a 
full clause or be understood from the context of the discourse or situation. 
• A subordinate clause consists minimally of a finite or non-finite verb element plus at least one 
other clause elements (Subject, Object, Complement or Adverbial).  
Some examples are shown below: ( |  | an AS-unit boundary, :: a clause boundary) 
• 1 AS-unit, 1 independent clause 
  | Bill and Sara were surprised |  | They went to the mountain |  |Their dog looked happy | 
• 1 AS-unit, 1 independent sub-clausal unit 
  | See you, mom |   | Thank you |   | OK | 
• 2 clauses in 1 AS-unit  (1 independent clause and 1 dependent clause) 
  | They were surprised :: to find their dog | 
  | They were hungry :: because their dog had eaten all of their lunch |  
  | They enjoyed :: walking in the mountain | 
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Coordination of verb phrases was normally considered to belong to the same AS-unit. 
However, when there was falling or rising intonation and a pause of at least 0.5 seconds between 
the first and the second verb phrases, these two phrases were counted as two separate AS-units 
(Foster et al., 2000:366-367). 
• | Bill and Sara were sad :: (0.2) but the dog looked happy |  (1 AS-unit, 2 clauses) 
• | Bill and Sara were sad (0.5) | but the dog looked happy |  (2 AS-units, 1 clause each) 
The investigator segmented the oral data into AS-units and clauses following these definitions 
and examples as described above. 
 
Basic Measures 
     Tokens and types were counted as follows: 
• Tokens: A word was counted each time it occurred. Japanese words were included only when 
the students used them to substitute for their unknown English words. Contractions were 
counted as one word. Functionless repetitions, self-corrections, false starts, and filled pauses 
were excluded as dysfluencies from tokens. 
 (Example)  I was sad because I was late for the class. (10 tokens) 
           It’s sunny. (2 tokens) 
           {so ah Bill and Sara}(2.3) so they {eat} tried to eat their lunch (7 tokens)  
*{ } dysfluencies, not counted 
 
• Types: A word was counted for its first occurrence. A base form and inflected forms were 
treated as the same type.  
(Example)   I was sad because I was late for the class. (8 types) 
go, goes, went, gone, going (1 type) 
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sandwich, sandwiches (1 type)  
Bill, Bill’s (1 type) 
Tokens and types were calculated by the Range and Frequency programs (Heatley, Nation 
& Coxhead, 2002). 
 
Constructs and Measures 
Complexity is defined as “the ability to use a wide and varied range of sophisticated 
structures and vocabulary in the L2” (Housen et al., 2012: 2). On the ground that global 
measures are considered to be more sensitive in detecting treatment effects in experimental 
conditions, the following measures were used for general syntactic complexity: 
• The number of tokens per AS-unit (SC1):  
The total number of tokens divided by the total number of AS-units 
• The number of clauses per AS-unit (SC2) 
     The total number of clauses divided by the total number of AS-units 
 
For lexical diversity, the Guiraud index was employed because type-token ratio is likely to 
be affected by text length and the average number of words produced by the students in the 
pretest did not reach 50 words, a minimal requirement for the D index. 
• Guiraud index (LC1) 
     The total number of types divided by the square root of the total number of tokens 
 
     Accuracy refers to “the ability to produce target-like and error-free language” (Housen et 
al., 2012: 2). In the present study, accuracy concerns lexical and grammatical errors only. Errors 
were judged separately by the investigator and a native English lecturer who had been teaching 
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at universities for over thirty years. When there were disagreements, they were discussed until an 
agreement was reached. These agreed-upon errors were used for the final coding. As is in 
measuring complexity, global accuracy measures were utilized. 
• The percentage of error-free AS-units (A1) 
     The number of error-free AS-units divided by the total number of AS-units multiplied by 
100 
• The percentage of error-free clauses (A2) 
     The number of error-free clauses divided by the total number of clauses multiplied by 100 
 
     Fluency is defined as “the ability to produce the L2 with native-like rapidity, pausing, 
hesitation, or reformulation” (Housen et al., 2012: 2). Fluency has two kinds: temporal variables 
relating to the speed of speaking, and hesitation phenomena relating to dysfluency (Ellis & 
Barkhuizen, 2005:156). However, the study employed only temporal variable measures because 
they are likely to be more influential than dysfluency markers in speaking judgments (Kormos & 
Dénes, 2004). Speaking time and pauses were checked by the investigator and the two Japanese 
lecturers who confirmed the transcripts with a free software Audacity. Time was measured from 
when the students started speaking to when they stopped speaking followed by a 15-second 
pause. One temporal fluency measure was used. 
• Speech rate: Tokens per minute (F1) 
     The total number of tokens divided by the total seconds required to produce the texts 
multiplied by 60 
Summary of the measures used for L2 speaking performance is presented in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3  
Summary of L2 Speaking Performance Measures Used in Study 1 
Construct         Code                     Measure 
Fluency 
Lexical Complexity 
Syntactic Complexity 
 
Accuracy 
 
F1 
LC1 
SC1 
SC2 
A1 
A2 
Speech rate: Tokens per minute 
Guiraud Index 
No. of tokens per AS-unit 
No. of clauses per AS-unit 
% of error-free AS-units 
% of error-free clauses 
 
Considering the ingredients of good stories, narrative adequacy in the present study is 
defined as the ability to produce a coherent story including sufficient elements for information 
with descriptive details. One of the measures used for this construct was idea units. The study 
adopted the definition of an idea unit from Ellis and Barkuizen (2005:154) as “a message 
segment consisting of a topic and content that is separated from contiguous units syntactically 
and/or intonationally.” Idea units indicate the degree to which a speaker covers the ideas to 
convey a message. They can be distinguished into two types: major idea units which are the 
essential contents of the message, and minor idea units which are not essential but details and 
elaboration of the message. For the picnic story with the pictures, three native speakers of 
English (two male English teachers from America and Australia, and one female graduate 
student from America) performed the task in the same conditions as the students and provided a 
baseline for the creation of major and minor idea units (see Appendix 4.9). On the other hand, 
the distinction between major and minor idea units was not made and both units were treated as 
idea units for the personal storytelling. 
Besides idea units, the narrative adequacy measures included the frequency and variety of 
adjectives and adverbs as signs of elaborated description as well as the frequency and variety of 
conjunctions as coherent markers. Conjunctions referred to linking elements that reflect semantic 
relations between sentences and involved four categories proposed by Halliday and Hasan 
(1976): additive (e.g., and, furthermore), adversative (e.g., but, in fact), causal (e.g., so, as a 
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result), and temporal (e.g., then, later, after that, meanwhile). Following their explanation of 
cohesion as “the relation between sentences in a text” (227), subordinating conjunctions were not 
included because they occur intra-sententially and connect clauses in a sentence. Adjectives, 
adverbs, and conjunctions were tallied from the transcripts according to the following rules: 
• Adjectives were counted when they were correctly used in a sentence. Verb tense, subject-verb 
agreement, articles were not concerned as long as an adjective was semantically correct when 
used with any verb form in a sentence.   
 (Example)  “Sara was surprising”  “the game was excited”  (grammatical error: 0 adjective) 
“Sara surprised”  “interesting story”   (no copula or verb: 0 adjective) 
“Sara is/was surprised”  “Bill and Sara was disappointed”  (1 adjective) 
“a small dog ate their lunch”  “Bill saw small dog”  (1 adjective) 
• Adverbs were counted when they were correctly used in a sentence. Verb tense and 
subject-verb agreement were not addressed. Repetition of “very” to modify the same adjective 
or verb was counted as just one.   
(Example)  “it was very amazing”  “we very enjoyed”  “it was so very nice”  (0 adverb) 
“we really enjoyed/ enjoy”  “Sara is/was very surprised”  (1 adverb) 
“it is/was very very interesting”  (1 adverb) 
• Conjunctions were counted when they were used correctly. Meaningless occurrence of “so” and 
“and” at the beginning of a sentence was not counted. Intra-sentential “and” was not counted.  
(Example)  “after a while, we arrived…” “a few minutes later, they left…”  (1 conjunction) 
             “after while, Bill…”   “few minute later, mother…”    (0 conjunction) 
             “Bill and Sara…”  Sara cut bread and made sandwiches”  (0 conjunction) 
Table 4.4 presents the summary of the narrative adequacy measures employed in the study.  
 
 52 
 
Table 4.4  
Summary of Narrative Adequacy Measures Used in Study 1 
Construct         Code                     Measure 
Narrative Adequacy MaU1 
MiU2 
IU3 
AJ1 
AJ2 
AD1 
AD2 
Con1 
Con2 
No. of major idea units (only SPS) 
No. of minor idea units (only SPS) 
No. of idea units (only SPE) 
No. of adjectives per 100 tokens 
No. of types of adjectives per 100 tokens 
No. of adverbs per 100 tokens 
No. of types of adverbs per 100 tokens 
No. of conjunctions per 100 tokens 
No. of types of conjunctions per 100 tokens 
 
4.2.4 Analyses 
     Paired t-tests were performed on the measurement means to compare the students’ L2 
speaking performance and narrative adequacy at the pretest and the posttest phases. Effect sizes 
were also calculated by Grass’s delta to investigate the degree of mean differences between the 
pretest and the posttest performances. Following Koizumi (2009:58), the interpretation of Glass’s 
delta was as follows: |.20| ≤ small ˂ |.50|, |.50| ≤ medium ˂ |.80|, |.80| ≤ large. The quantitative 
data were processed using the SPSS Version 19.0 statistical program. 
The qualitative data collected by the self-evaluation questionnaire were content analyzed. 
The students’ responses were carefully read, segmented into meaningful units, and categorized 
under key themes which emerged from the data.  
  
4.3. Results 
4.3.1 The Students’ Perceptions of the Changes in their L2 Skills 
The students rated the degree to which they had made progress in their L2 skills at the end 
of the semester. As shown in Table 4.5, except for one student who responded negatively, all the 
students perceived some improvement in their L2 skills through the storytelling-based English 
classes. 
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Table 4.5  
Students’ Perceptions of the Changes in their L2 Skills (n = 60) 
 Strongly 
agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
disagree 
I think I have made progress in my L2 
skills by experiencing the 
storytelling-based English course 
17 (28.3%) 42 (70.0%) 1 (1.67%) 0 (0%) 
     
The students’ comments gave a detailed explanation of their perceived changes in their L2 
skills. As a result of careful reading to underline key themes and determine general categories, 
153 meaningful units were obtained as their improvement and classified into the following 
levels: (1) Word-level, (2) Sentence-level, (3) Story-level, (4) Speaking-level, and (5) Others. In 
addition, in case these skill improvements were described in relation with reasons, the reasons 
were also classified under one of five classroom factors: (1) Materials and Tasks, (2) Teaching 
Methods, (3) Group Work, (4) Affective Changes, and (5) Awareness. Table 4.6 reports the 
quantitative summary of the students’ perceived progress and related classroom factors. At the 
same time, there were eight units which revealed some unchanged L2 skills: one each at   
Word-level, Sentence-level, Story-level, and Others, and four at Speaking-level. 
 
Table 4.6  
Students’ Comments on L2 Skill Improvements and Related Classroom Factors 
  Classroom factors associated with L2 skill changes 
Change 
No. of 
units 
Material & 
Tasks 
Methods 
Group 
Work 
Affective 
Changes 
Awareness 
Word-level 
42 
(27%) 
0 0 6 0 0 
Sentence-level 
20 
(13%) 
1 2 1 0 0 
Story-level 
41 
(27%) 
1 3 1 0 0 
Speaking-level 
46 
(30%) 
1 6 3 3 3 
Others 
4 
(3%) 
1 1 0 0 0 
Total 153 4 12 11 3 3 
 54 
 
The students perceived improvement most at Speaking-level (30%), followed in order by 
Word-level (27%), Story-level (27%), Sentence-level (13%), and Others (3%). They mainly 
linked their L2 progress with Teaching Methods (12 thematic units) and Group Work (11 
thematic units). The rest of this section provides qualitative results of the changes in L2 skills 
and related classroom factors for each category of improvement. The numbers in parentheses 
refer to the number of thematic units segmented from the students’ comments.  
 
Changes at Speaking-level 
     With 46 thematic units (30%), the students reported their perceived improvement in L2 
speaking. They explained their changes in general terms of “I could speak in English better” (14), 
and in more specific terms of “I could speak fluently” (9), “I could deliver a message” (6), “I 
could communicate naturally” (5), “I could improve in English pronunciation and accent” (4), “I 
could speak clearly” (4), “I could speak spontaneously” (2), “I could speak with enough volume” 
(1), and “I could speak with feeling” (1). As for the classroom factors in relation to their speaking 
improvement, six comments pointed out teaching methods through which they could practice 
speaking repeatedly (4), that they could practice using conjunctions and pronouns (1), and that 
they could think about how to express intended messages in English on their own (1). Three 
comments indicated that group work provided the students with opportunities to speak. 
Moreover, three students linked their progress with enhanced confidence. The other three 
students’ speaking got better when they could stop worrying about making mistakes. Also, it was 
noted that speaking-focused lessons were needed to made progress in speaking (1). Examples of 
improvements and limitations described in student comments are provided below. 
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1. Improvements from Teaching Methods 
˖ I could speak more fluently than before. Practice in delivering a story that I expressed on my 
own words in each lesson is the reason for my improvement.  
˖ At the beginning of the course, even words did not come out of my mouth and I became panic 
when I looked at a picture. But with repeated practice in class, I could speak much better than 
before.  
˖ By speaking practice with many classmates, I became to tell a story without looking at a 
planning memo. 
˖ At the beginning, I constantly thought about English grammar and tense, and paid no attention 
to linking words and pronouns. But I practiced these features (my weak points) a lot in class. So, 
I’m confident that I improved in speaking in English.  
˖ In this course, I always thought about how to express a story with my own English repertoire, 
so I think I’m getting better at speaking. 
 
2. Improvements from Group Work 
˖ I could actively speak out when I thought about how to express a story in group work. 
˖ At the beginning, I kind of depended on my group members for expressing a story in English. 
But I gradually became to speak in group work.  
 
3. Improvements from Affective Changes 
˖ I gradually became to speak clearly when I gained confidence in class. 
˖ The progress I made most is speaking with enough volume and clarity because I became 
confident through repeated speaking practice with many of my classmates.  
 
4. Improvements from Awareness 
˖ I became to speak clearly because I noticed that I don’t need to worry about making mistakes. 
˖ At first, I was so afraid of failing or making mistakes in speaking that I tried to memorize the 
story and could not speak. But I was aware that listeners can understand me although my 
English is not perfect and I came to speak looking at my listeners. 
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5. Improvements from Materials and Tasks 
˖ I learned how to communicate naturally and how to make my speech clear for a listener 
because of the speaking-focused lessons.  
 
6. Limitations in speaking 
˖ Because I am not good at speaking, my speaking skills are not good as compared with other 
students in class.  
˖ I still have my Japanese accent when speaking in English. I could not make enough progress in 
pronunciation. 
˖ I could not speak without looking at a planning memo. 
 
Changes at Word-level 
     The students expressed their word-level improvement in 42 thematic units (27%). They 
perceived positive changes in making use of conjunctions (21), increase in vocabulary (11) and 
variation in vocabulary (4), making use of adjectives (2), making use of adverbs (2), making 
use of idiomatic phrases (1), and making use of verbs (1). The only classroom factor that the 
students found helpful for their word-level improvement was Group Work. Examples of student 
comments are offered below. 
1. Improvements from Group Work 
˖ By thinking about how to express a story in groups, I learned vocabulary and expressions that I 
couldn’t even think about by myself. 
˖ I recognized that there are many ways to express one action while working in groups. And I 
came to draw on what I had learned in group work when I constructed a story by myself.  
˖ I increased my vocabulary by working in groups.  
 
2. Improvements from non-classroom factors 
˖ At the beginning of the course, I rarely used conjunctions. But I learned to make use of 
conjunctions to make a story easier for listeners to understand.  
˖ My story was disconnected in sentence-by-sentence before, but I learned a lot of conjunctions 
to make a coherent story.  
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˖ I learned a lot of adjectives and adverbs to describe a story in more detail.  
˖ I came to express a thing in various words according to the situation.  
 
3. Limitation in the word-level improvement 
˖ I have gotten to smoothly use the words I have already known, but I didn’t gain new vocabulary.  
 
Changes at Story-level 
     The students mentioned their improvement at Story-level with 41 thematic units (27%). 
They felt progress in telling a story in more detail (9), expressing a story better (8), including 
story characters’ feelings (8), story structure (7), constructing a story (6), and improvising a 
story (1). Three students described their improvement through Teaching Methods in which they 
repeatedly constructed stories (2) and where they could use their own linguistic resources to 
express a story (1). Another student felt that she learned from classmates while working in 
groups (1). In addition, speaking-focused lessons helped one student construct a better story (1). 
Again, examples are presented below. 
1. Improvements from Teaching Methods 
˖ By constructing a story in each lesson, I gradually gained rich expressiveness such as 
describing feelings. 
˖ Each time story-making was repeated, I came to include various expressions in a story, not 
memorizing the story written on a planning memo.  
˖ I have gotten to be able to express a story with pictures using my own English knowledge.  
 
2. Improvements from Group Work 
˖ I have gotten to be able to construct a good story by listening to other students’ ideas in group 
work. 
 
3. Improvements from Materials and Tasks 
˖ Unlike studying English for the entrance examination, I’m getting better at story construction 
through the speaking-focused lessons.  
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4. Improvements from non-classroom factors 
˖ At first, I just described what I saw on a picture. But, as the course progressed, I think I could 
make better stories by adding story characters’ emotions and my impressions about the stories.  
˖ At the beginning, I didn’t know how to launch a story and what to tell. But now, my story got 
better because I understood story structure. 
˖ I came to think about how I can tell a story to listeners who have no idea about it. Now I know 
what information about the scenes and characters should be explained in a story.  
 
5. Limitation in story-level improvement 
˖ If I had a better knowledge of vocabulary and prepositions, I could make stories more 
interesting and I could expand my expressiveness.  
 
Changes at Sentence-level 
     The students reported their progress at Sentence-level with 20 thematic units (13%). They 
perceived their improvement in composing a sentence (4), English grammar in general (4), 
grammar: articles (4), improvising a sentence (3), grammar: word order (2), grammar: verbs (1), 
grammar: tense (1), and grammar: pronouns (1). Two students associated their changes with 
Teaching Methods in which they repeated story-making (1) and the teacher explained grammar 
(1). Story-making and group work respectively helped one student improve in grammar. 
Examples below illustrate the students’ perceived progress.  
 
1. Improvements from Teaching Methods 
˖ With repeated practice of story-making, I have gotten to be able to come up with an English 
sentence. 
˖ I finally understood how to use articles because the teacher explained English grammar simply 
in class (as need arises).  
 
2. Improvement from Group Work 
˖ I think I learned English grammar while I actively participated in group work. 
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3. Improvement from Materials and Tasks 
˖ I improved my English grammar in the storytelling tasks.  
 
4. Improvements from non-classroom factors 
˖ When I forgot what to say, I came to improvise a sentence by looking at a picture. 
˖ English tense was difficult for me. But I have gotten to be able to use it better.  
 
5. Limitation in sentence-level improvement 
˖ I forgot complicated English grammar that I had learned at high school. I wanted to use a little  
more complicated grammar in stories.   
 
Changes in other skills 
     There were four students who mentioned their progress in other skills: listening skills (2), 
creativity (1), and memory (1). Examples of student comments follow.  
˖ I think I could improve listening skills in the speaking-focused lessons. 
˖ I tried to listen to my classmates’ stories when I practiced storytelling with a different partner 
in rotation.  
˖ I gained creativity while trying to imagine and understand what had happened in a story. 
˖ I was exposed to a lot of impressive expressions in stories. So, I could memorize them.  
 
2. Limitations in L2 skill improvement 
˖ I felt that my reading and writing skills were diminished. 
 
     To sum up the findings, even though there were a few comments on difficulty in 
improving in L2 skills, the quantitative and qualitative data generally showed that the students 
had perceived progress in speaking, vocabulary, story construction, grammar and sentence 
construction, and other skills such as listening and creativity through the storytelling-based 
English instruction. Based on the students’ comments in the open-ended section, sharing their 
English knowledge to express a storyline in group work was especially helpful in increasing 
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vocabulary. In other words, the students were exposed to various expressions and learned from 
each other while they were thinking together about the language to engage in the 
meaning-focused tasks. Adding to that, group work encouraged their active participation and 
provided not only speaking but also listening opportunity for the students. The students also 
commented that the teaching methods in which they could repeatedly practice storytelling played 
an important role for them to perceive their progress in L2 speaking. As the students continually 
engaged in storytelling tasks, they appeared to have developed confidence and a sense of 
improvement in L2 speaking. The students’ remarks also noted that expressing a storyline with 
the linguistic knowledge that they already had was beneficial especially for speaking and 
story-level improvement. It may suggest that, rather than presenting and practicing some specific 
grammatical forms before engaging in tasks, giving opportunity for the students to use the 
language freely to express their intended meaning seems to have its own merit. Lastly, although 
it is beyond L2 skills, it’s worth noting that the students were aware of their listeners and tried to 
make themselves clear to them.  
 
4.3.2 Changes in L2 Speaking Performance 
     Table 4.7 shows the descriptive statistics for the basic data on the speaking performance by 
the native speakers and the students. As shown in the descriptive results, the students exhibited 
similarities rather than differences regarding their speaking performances based on the two types 
of storytelling. In both the picnic story and the personal story, the number of tokens (37.19 to 
80.48 for SPS; 40.80 to 56.18 for SPE), the number of types (23.81 to 41.54 for SPS; 26.84 to 
33.04 for SPE), the number of AS-units (6.10 to 12.67 for SPS; 6.22 to 8.33 for SPE), and the 
number of clauses (6.33 to 14.19 for SPS; 6.75 to 9.38 for SPE) increased in the posttest. The 
speaking time was also increased (55.23 to 114.96 for SPS; 47.45 to 75.33 for SPE). Making a 
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comparison between the two types of storytelling, the larger mean differences at the two 
observation periods were found in all the basic data of the picture-based storytelling. In the 
picture-based storytelling, the students’ mean production roughly doubled in the posttest. 
Especially, the number of AS-units showed a similar mean score to that of the native speakers (M 
= 12.67 for the students and M = 13.67 for the native speakers). The measurement means for the 
personal story increased, though less dramatically, ranging from a low of 23.1% for the number 
of types and to a high of 58.7% for the speaking time. Overall, the descriptive results generally 
suggest that the students made more attempts in the posttest to produce longer texts with longer 
speaking time. This tendency was more clearly observed in the picture-based storytelling.   
 
Table 4.7  
Descriptive Summary of the Basic Data for the Speaking Performance by the Native Speakers 
and the Students 
 Picnic Story (SPS) Personal Story (SPE) 
 Native (n=3) Students (n=52) Students (n=55) 
  Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 
 M 
(SD) 
M 
(SD) 
M 
(SD) 
M 
(SD) 
M 
(SD) 
Speaking Time (second) 74.03 
(27.72) 
55.23 
(20.55) 
114.96 
(35.06) 
47.45 
(16.61) 
75.33 
(27.30) 
No. of tokens (pruned) 158.00 
(40.84) 
37.19 
(12.76) 
80.48 
(23.97) 
40.80 
(17.36) 
56.18 
(22.48) 
No. of types 74.00 
(14.73) 
23.81 
(6.13) 
41.54 
(9.21) 
26.84 
(9.22) 
33.04 
(10.48) 
No. of AS-units 13.67 
(1.53) 
6.10 
(2.07) 
12.67 
(3.35) 
6.22 
(2.28) 
8.33 
(3.29) 
No. of clauses 25.00 
(4.36) 
6.33 
(2.45) 
14.19 
(4.41) 
6.75 
(3.16) 
9.38 
(3.92) 
 
Table 4.8 presents the descriptive summary and the results of paired t-tests and Glass’s 
delta on the speaking performance measures in the picture-based storytelling. The paired t-test 
results revealed that there were significant changes in the Guiraud index, the percentage of 
error-free AS units, the percentage of error-free clauses (all at p ˂ .01), and the number of clauses 
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per AS-unit (p ˂ .05). As for the effect sizes, Glass’s delta showed a small change in the number 
of clauses per AS-unit (∆=.28), a moderate change in the percentage of error-free AS-units 
(∆=.55), and large changes in the Guiraud index (∆=1.45) and the percentage of error-free 
clauses (∆=.80).  
 
Table 4.8  
Changes in the Speaking Performance Measures from Pretest to Posttest for Picture-based 
Storytelling 
 Native  
(n = 3) 
Students (n = 52) 
Pretest 
M (SD) 
Posttest 
M (SD) 
 
t 
 
p 
 
∆ 
F1 (Tokens/ minute) 133.76 
(24.58) 
43.13 
(14.64) 
43.18 
(10.00) 
0.03 .98 .00 
LC1 (Guiraud index) 5.89 
(0.47) 
3.91 
(0.51) 
4.65 
(0.49) 
9.44 .000** 1.45*** 
SC1 (Tokens/ AS-unit) 11.43 
(1.82) 
6.23 
(1.30) 
6.36 
(0.89) 
0.79 .43 .10 
SC2 (Clauses / AS-unit) 1.82 
(0.14) 
1.05 
(0.25) 
1.12 
(0.18) 
2.38 .02* .28* 
A1  
(% of error-free AS-units) 
100.00 
(0.00) 
8.64 
(15.47) 
17.09 
(14.17) 
3.53 .001** .55** 
A2  
(% of error-free Clauses) 
100.00 
(0.00) 
7.96 
(16.48) 
21.11 
(17.07) 
5.04 .000** .80*** 
Note. The upper row: Mean, The lower row (   ) : Standard Deviation  
*p ˂ .05,  **p ˂ .01 
∆: * small (|.20| ˂ |.50|), ** medium (|.50| ˂ |.80|), *** large (over |.80|)  
 
Table 4.9 provides the descriptive summary and the results of paired t-tests and Glass’s 
delta for the students’ speaking performance elicited on personal storytelling. 
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Table 4.9  
Changes in the Speaking Performance Measures from Pretest to Posttest for Personal 
Storytelling (n=55) 
 Pretest 
M (SD) 
Posttest 
M (SD) 
 
t 
 
p 
 
∆ 
F1 (Tokens / minute) 53.03 
(16.78) 
45.56 
(11.29) 
3.76 .000** .45* 
LC1 (Guiraud index) 4.19 
(0.69) 
4.41 
(0.64) 
2.34 .023* .32* 
SC1 (Tokens / AS-unit) 6.55 
(1.58) 
6.90 
(1.38) 
1.26 .212 .22* 
SC2 (Clauses / AS-unit) 1.07 
(0.26) 
1.13 
(0.22) 
1.39 .172 .22* 
A1 (% of error-free AS-units) 18.55 
(15.18) 
26.06 
(18.89) 
2.58 .013* .49* 
A2 (% of error-free Clauses) 23.90 
(18.27) 
31.21 
(19.80) 
2.30 .025* .40* 
Note.*p ˂ .05,  **p ˂ .01 
∆: * small (|.20| ˂ |.50|), ** medium (|.50| ˂ |.80|), *** large (over |.80|)  
 
For the personal storytelling, the paired t-tests found significant changes in speech rate 
computed by tokens per minute (p ˂ .01), the Guiraud index, the percentage of error-free AS-unit, 
and the percentage of error-free clauses (all at p ˂ .05) between the pretest and the posttest 
performances. The effect sizes calculated by Glass’s delta showed small changes in all the 
speaking performance measures. The fluency measure took a negative turn, whereas the 
measures of lexical and syntactic complexity as well as accuracy took a favorable turn. In other 
words, the students’ performance showed small improvement in accuracy as well as lexical and 
syntactic complexity, but it deteriorated in fluency.  
     In short, the common results obtained in both the picture-based and the personal 
storytelling suggest that the students tended to develop accuracy and lexical diversity in speaking 
performance to some extent. However, the number of clauses per AS-unit in the picture-based 
storytelling was the only syntactic complexity measure that changed significantly at the end of 
the semester. Therefore, it seems reasonable to conclude that the gain in syntactic complexity 
was very limited. Fluency did not show improvement. 
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4.3.3 Changes in Narrative Adequacy 
     Table 4.10 shows the descriptive summary for the narrative adequacy measures. The larger 
mean scores on all measures in the posttest performance indicate that the students attempted to 
tell the stories including more information with the richer use of adjectives, adverbs and 
conjunctions. However, this would be a mere tendency owing to longer texts produced in the 
posttest session at this stage.  
 
Table 4.10  
Descriptive Summary of the Basic Data for the Narrative Adequacy Measures 
 Picnic Story Personal Story 
 Native (n=3) Students (n=52) Students (n=55) 
  Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 
 M 
(SD) 
M 
(SD) 
M 
(SD) 
M 
(SD) 
M 
(SD) 
No. of major idea units 7.00 
(0.00) 
3.65 
(1.33) 
5.40 
(1.14) 
- 
- 
- 
- 
No. of minor idea units 
 
No. of idea units 
13.33 
(3.51) 
- 
- 
2.94 
(1.84) 
- 
- 
8.13 
(2.87) 
- 
- 
- 
- 
6.16 
(2.69) 
- 
- 
8.85 
(3.41) 
No. of adjectives 6.33 
(2.89) 
0.37 
(0.77) 
2.60 
(1.69) 
2.33 
(2.00) 
2.96 
(1.86) 
No. of types of adjectives 5.00 
(2.00) 
0.33 
(0.68) 
2.38 
(1.46) 
2.00 
(1.50) 
2.33 
(1.31) 
No. of adverbs 1.33 
(1.53) 
0.15 
(0.41) 
1.60 
(1.49) 
1.64 
(1.56) 
2.35 
(1.77) 
No. of types of adverbs 1.00 
(1.00) 
0.13 
(0.34) 
1.19 
(1.10) 
1.02 
(0.78) 
1.49 
(0.98) 
No. of conjunctions 3.67 
(0.58) 
0.83 
(1.06) 
3.44 
(2.19) 
0.91 
(1.02) 
1.98 
(1.64) 
No. of types of conjunctions 3.33 
(0.58) 
0.77 
(0.94) 
2.46 
(1.26) 
0.84 
(0.88) 
1.55 
(1.12) 
 
Table 4.11 reports how narrative adequacy measures in the picture-based storytelling 
changed over the semester. The results of paired t-tests and Glass’s delta revealed significant 
gains in all the narrative adequacy measures from a moderate (∆=.51 for No. of types of 
conjunctions) to large extent (∆˃.80 for all measures except No. of types of conjunctions). Both 
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major and minor idea units increased to a large extent (∆=1.32 for No. of major idea units; 
∆=2.82 for No. of minor idea units). In particular, the striking increase in the number of minor 
idea units indicates that the students tried to tell the story including not only a bare sequence of 
essential events but also details and circumstances in which the events took place. Further, the 
use of adjectives became closer to the native speakers’ norm, and the frequencies and the types 
of adverbs and conjunctions in the students’ performance were more than those in the native 
speakers’. Thus, the level of elaboration and cohesion indexed by the number of information 
included and the use of adjectives, adverbs and conjunctions seemed to be considerably 
enhanced. 
 
Table 4.11 
Changes in the Narrative Adequacy Measures from Pretest to Posttest for Picture-based 
Storytelling 
 Picnic Story (Students: n = 52) 
    Native 
   (n = 3) 
     M 
    (SD) 
 
Pretest 
M 
(SD) 
 
Posttest 
M 
(SD) 
 
 
 
t 
 
 
 
p 
 
 
 
∆ 
MaU: 
No. of major idea units 
7.00 
(0.00) 
3.65 
(1.33) 
5.40 
(1.14) 
10.64 .000** 1.32*** 
MiU: 
No. of minor idea units 
13.33 
(3.51) 
2.94 
(1.84) 
8.13 
(2.87) 
13.02 .000** 2.82*** 
AJ1:No. of adjectives / 
100 tokens 
4.46 
(2.79) 
0.86 
(1.71) 
3.23 
(1.99) 
6.82 .000** 1.39*** 
AJ2: No. of types of 
adjectives /100 tokens 
3.58 
(2.41) 
0.78 
(1.56) 
3.02 
(1.86) 
6.85 .000** 1.44*** 
AD1:No. of adverbs / 100 
tokens 
0.72 
(0.80) 
0.41 
(1.12) 
1.88 
(1.69) 
5.58 .000** 1.31*** 
AD2:No. of types of 
adverbs / 100 tokens 
0.54 
(0.53) 
0.37 
(1.00) 
1.46 
(1.37) 
4.83 .000** 1.09*** 
Con1:No. of conjunctions / 
100 tokens 
2.47 
(0.97) 
2.04 
(2.64) 
4.34 
(2.53) 
5.34 .000** 0.87*** 
Con2:No. of types of 
conjunctions / 100 tokens 
2.30 
(1.11) 
1.93 
(2.46) 
3.19 
(1.81) 
3.01 .004** 0.51** 
Note.*p ˂ .05,  **p ˂ .01 
∆: * small (|.20| ˂ |.50|), ** medium (|.50| ˂ |.80|), *** large (over |.80|)  
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Table 4.12 offers the results for changes in narrative adequacy for personal storytelling. 
Significant improvements were found in the number of idea units (∆ = 1.00) to a large extent, in 
the frequency of conjunctions (∆ = 0.63) to a moderate extent, and in the types of conjunctions 
(∆ = 0.39) to a small extent. But the frequencies and types of adjectives and adverbs did not 
change significantly. On the other hand, the relatively small standard deviations in the 
frequencies and types of adjectives and adverbs in the posttest performance might suggest that 
individual variations among the students would become smaller in these measures. 
 
Table 4.12  
Changes in the Narrative Adequacy Measures from Pretest to Posttest for Personal Storytelling 
Personal Story (Students: n = 55) 
  Pretest 
M 
(SD) 
Posttest 
M 
(SD) 
 
 
t 
 
 
p 
 
 
∆ 
IU: 
No. of idea units 
 6.16 
(2.69) 
8.85 
(3.41) 
7.25 .000** 1.00*** 
AJ1: No. of adjectives / 
100 tokens 
 5.35 
(3.36) 
5.27 
(2.55) 
0.16 .875 0.02 
AJ2: No. of types of 
adjectives /100 tokens 
 4.82 
(2.94) 
4.31 
(2.16) 
1.09 .283 0.17 
AD1: No. of adverbs / 100 
tokens 
 3.94 
(3.08) 
3.94 
(2.61) 
0.01 .996 0.00 
AD2: No. of types of 
adverbs / 100 tokens 
 2.79 
(2.33) 
2.62 
(1.60) 
0.51 .610 0.07 
Con1: No. of conjunctions 
/ 100 tokens 
 2.03 
(2.13) 
3.38 
(2.63) 
3.18 .002** 0.63** 
Con2: No. of types of 
conjunctions / 100 tokens 
 1.94 
(2.07) 
2.74 
(2.03) 
2.26 .028* 0.39* 
Note.*p ˂ .05,  **p ˂ .01 
∆: * small (|.20| ˂ |.50|), ** medium (|.50| ˂ |.80|), *** large (over |.80|) 
 
To summarize, based on the common features observed in both the picture-based and 
personal storytelling performances, the students seemed to enhance narrative adequacy in terms 
of elaborating stories with more detailed information and producing more coherent stories with 
various conjunctions. However, the improvement in the use of adjectives and adverbs was found 
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only in the picture-based storytelling. 
     Here, Table 4.13 presents how the students’ use of conjunctions changed between the 
pretest and posttest performances.  
 
Table 4.13 
Frequencies and Types of Conjunctions Observed at Pretest and Posttest 
Pretest performance  Posttest performance  
Picture-based storytelling (n = 52) 
(43 conjunctions, 9 types) 
Picture-based storytelling (n = 52) 
(179 conjunctions, 14 types) 
and  
but  
so  
first 
second  
next  
then  
also  
after all  
 
16 occurrences by 13 students  
10 occurrences by 10 students 
4 occurrences by 3 students 
2 occurrences by 2 students 
1 occurrence 
3 occurrences by 2 students 
5 occurrences by 5 students 
1 occurrence 
1occurrence 
and  
but  
so  
first 
second  
next  
then 
after all 
actually  
later 
after that  
at that time  
at last  
finally  
50 occurrences by 29 students 
27 occurrences by 20 students 
23 occurrences by14 students 
5 occurrences by 5 students 
1 occurrence 
7 occurrences by 6 students 
36 occurrences by 29 students 
1 occurrence 
1 occurrence 
12 occurrences by 8 students 
8 occurrences by 7 students 
1 occurrence 
1 occurrence 
6 occurrences by 6 students 
Personal storytelling (n = 55) 
(50 conjunctions, 7 types) 
Personal storytelling (n = 55) 
(109 conjunctions, 15 types) 
and  
but  
so  
first 
next  
then  
later  
 
 
19 occurrences by 18 students 
16 occurrences by 14 students 
6 occurrences by 5 students 
1 occurrence 
3 occurrences by 3 students 
4 occurrences by 4 students 
1 occurrence 
 
and  
but  
so  
first 
second  
next  
then  
later 
after that 
finally 
at last 
actually 
however  
in fact  
for example 
31 occurrences by 22 students 
18 occurrences by 15 students 
30 occurrences by 20 students 
2 occurrences by 2 students 
1 occurrence 
4 occurrences by 4 students 
6 occurrences by 5 students 
1 occurrence 
7 occurrences by 7 students 
2 occurrences by 2 student 
2 occurrences by 2 students 
1 occurrence 
1 occurrence 
2 occurrences by 2 students 
1 occurrence 
Note: Bold print shows newly appearing conjunctions at posttest. 
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In the pretest performance, “and” and “but” together held more than half of the 
conjunctions the students produced in both stories. These two conjunctions accounted for about 
60 percent of the total occurring in the picture-based storytelling and 70 percent in the personal 
storytelling. The rest of the conjunctions were mostly temporal in nature and of limited types 
such as “first”, “next”, and “then.” The students still used “and” and “but” frequently in the 
posttest performance. However, they became more able to express successive events in time 
using a wider variety of temporal conjunctions. For example, whereas no students used “after 
that” in both kinds of storytelling at the pretest, fifteen students could produce it in the posttest. 
Likewise, the occurrence of “later” increased from once to 13 times. In this connection I may 
add that although “after a while” was excluded due to the omission of articles (i.e. “after while”), 
five attempts of this conjunction were observed only in the posttest. Besides temporal 
conjunctions, the posttest performance included a five-fold increase of the causal conjunction 
“so”. Further, there was still a small but gradual upturn in the variations of adversative 
conjunctions, “however”, “actually” and “in fact.” 
 
4.4 Discussion 
This study explored how Japanese university students with little English speaking 
experience perceived their progress in their L2 skills and how they developed speaking 
performance and narrative adequacy as they consistently engaged in storytelling tasks in a 
15-week long semester. Generally, the students perceived that they could speak better, expand 
vocabulary, make better stories, and improve in English grammar through the storytelling-based 
English course. With the exception of progress in speaking, the students’ perceptions of their 
improved L2 skills basically corresponded to their actual speaking performance. For the actual 
speaking performance, the results indicate that the students appeared to make progress in 
 69 
 
accuracy and lexical complexity to some extent but not in fluency. Syntactic complexity showed 
very limited improvement. Although both the picture-based and the personal storytelling shared 
this tendency, the speaking performance elicited on the personal storytelling was showing signs 
of slow progress. It is not surprising, considering that the students repeated exactly the same task 
in the picture-based storytelling. The previous studies on task repetition reported that even when 
learners showed a significant improvement in the second trial of the same task, their 
improvement was limited in a new task of the same type (Bygate, 2001; Gass, Mackey, 
Fernandez & Alvarez-Torres, 1999). The present study followed their results. Moreover, in the 
picture-based storytelling, the students might reduce cognitive loads especially in the 
conceptualizer what Levelt in his model called and spare attentional resources for linguistic areas 
due to the previous engagement with the same storyline. This might help the students to produce 
more accurate sentences and more various vocabularies. In this light, the results suggest that 
repeating the same task may provide learners with opportunities to focus on the language, which 
is a crucial condition conducive to foreign language development. 
For speaking performance, the dimensions that the students seemed to improve most were 
accuracy and lexical complexity. This is quite different from Bygate’s (2001) study which 
suggests that the effects of task repetition on learner speaking performance are likely to be 
shown in complexity and fluency but not in accuracy. A plausible explanation for unchanged or 
deteriorated fluency in the present study may be that the students substantially gained the amount 
of speech with longer speaking time in the posttest. Considering that speech rate is subject to be 
influenced by the total speaking time (e.g., Koizumi & Yamanouchi, 2003), fluency measured by 
tokens per minute may be restrained due to this extended speaking time. As previously 
mentioned, there was no time limit to tell the stories. However, if the students needed to perform 
under time pressure, there is a possibility that they would perform differently. Since they did not 
 70 
 
need to worry about the time limit, they might put priority on talking a lot rather than talking 
fluently.  
The changes in syntactic complexity were minimal, although the number of words and 
AS-units per performance considerably increased. This indicates that the students may have still 
struggled to make long and complex sentences. Instead, they tended to tell stories with a lot of 
short and simple sentences. On the other hand, the vocabulary that they used in the posttest was 
much richer in variety. Skehan (2009:528) states that lexical and structural complexity go 
together only for native speakers but not for non-native speakers. The present study supports this 
claim. Further, as suggested by Takiguchi (2004) and Koizumi and Yamanouchi (2003), learners 
may gain in vocabulary and the amount of speech first, and then they may make progress in 
syntactic complexity at later stages of speaking development. Repeated practices of storytelling 
over 15 weeks may not be sufficient to assist the inexperienced speakers in the dimension of 
syntactic complexity.  
By contrast, the student performance made progress in accuracy. There was much room for 
improvement in accuracy because the students hardly produced error-free language in the pretest. 
Another interpretation may be the trade-off between accuracy and complexity. According to 
Skehan (1998), accuracy and complexity compete for attentional resources and learners are 
likely to improve either one of these at the expense of the other. Given that syntactic complexity 
demonstrated a small change, the students might prioritize accuracy over complexity as their 
strategy of storytelling. In the present study, the students engaged in the storytelling in an 
extension of the pedagogic intervention but not in isolation. Therefore, it is possible to think that 
this “simple but accurate” strategy may come from the students’ experiences in the 
storytelling-based English instruction. As mentioned before, the students were expected to talk 
about how best they can use their lexical and grammatical repertoire to express storylines 
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prescribed by picture sequences in small groups. They also had plenty of opportunities to make 
comparisons between their own and their classmates’ language use while they were listening to 
the classmates performing the same storytelling tasks. The storytelling-based English classes did 
not particularly emphasize accuracy in speaking performance. But, while they were constantly 
engaging in storytelling in class, they may have found it possible to tell a story effectively with 
simple but accurate language use. After all, as suggested by Skehan (2009: 523), the students’ 
interpretations of how they should perform the tasks would bring about the changes in their 
performance. Talking a lot with simple sentences and avoiding errors would be an acceptable 
strategy at the beginning stage of speaking development. Later, when they get used to speaking 
in English, they might approach the challenge of more complex and longer sentences without 
much attention to the language. The other explanation of their accuracy may be related to 
learning activities in the storytelling-based English lessons. Throughout the semester, the 
students recorded their storytelling and reflected it at the final stage of each story. It is suggested 
that recording and analyzing task performances promote learners’ noticing in language use (e.g., 
Willis & Willis, 2007). It is possible that the students in the present study noticed grammatical 
errors in their performances while reflecting their storytelling. This may facilitate the students’ 
thinking about acceptable uses of grammar and lead to more accurate language use.  
For narrative adequacy, the two common patterns obtained in both storytelling 
performances were as follows: (a) the students became able to tell stories including more 
information than before, and (b) learned to use various conjunctions to make cohesion in stories. 
Yet, for the use of conjunctions, it is important to remember that the present study concerns 
conjunctions as semantic relations between sentences and subordinating conjunctions that 
connect clauses in a sentence were not considered. Judging from the increased use of 
conjunctions along with the limited improvement in syntactic complexity, it is reasonable to 
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conclude that the students appeared to produce short and simple sentences using coordinating 
and adverbial conjunctions to make coherent relations in texts. Further, the students particularly 
improved in the use of temporal conjunctions. This may depend in large part on storytelling as a 
task type consistently engaged in the pedagogic intervention. Given that the identification of 
sequence or order of events taking place is essential in stories, it seems natural that storytelling 
practices encourage the students to think about how they connect each event in a story and lead 
to the sufficient use of temporal conjunctions. Besides conjunctions, the types of adjectives and 
adverbs used in the picture-based storytelling were also significantly increased. Lexical diversity 
measured by the Guiraud index also showed improvement in both the picture-based and the 
personal storytelling. These results suggest that the students tried to use different words rather 
than repeating the same ones in their storytelling. Following Pavlenko’s (2006) claim in that 
lexical diversity is one of the measures for narrative elaboration, it can be considered that the 
level of elaboration in the students’ stories would be enhanced not only by the larger number of 
information elements included but also the variations in vocabulary. Gains in adjectives and 
adverbs between the pretest and posttest performances were not observed in the personal 
storytelling. It may not be fair to compare across the two different storytelling tasks, but the use 
of adjectives and adverbs in the personal storytelling was richer than those in the picture-based 
storytelling performed by both the native speakers and the students (see Table 4.9). It might be 
possible to think that the students may not have enough cognitive processing and attentional 
space to improve in the use of adjectives and adverbs for the personal storytelling in the post 
performance session. If this is the case, it would be difficult for the students to achieve 
significant change in these narrative adequacy measures.  
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Chapter 5 Study 2: Changes in L2 Affective Disposition 
 
5.1 Purposes and Research Questions 
     This second study explored how the students perceived their L2 affective changes in the 
storytelling-based English classes and whether or not the students’ experience of the course 
influenced their general affective dispositions toward L2 learning and use. Five variables of L2 
affect were emphasized: L2 anxiety, L2 self-confidence, and three motivational components of 
effort, desire to learn the L2, and attitudes toward learning the L2. To attain these purposes, the 
students’ evaluations of the storytelling-based English classes as well as their responses to the 
general L2 affective disposition questionnaires at the beginning and the end of the course were 
quantitatively examined. Further, the students’ self-evaluations regarding their L2 affective 
changes in the course were analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively to gain a better 
understanding of the students’ affective disposition and its relation to various aspects of L2 
classroom. The following research questions guided the study. 
(1) How do the students feel about the storytelling-based English course at the end of the 
semester? 
(2) How do the students perceive their L2 affective changes in the storytelling-based English 
course? 
(3) How do the students’ general affective disposition toward L2 learning and use develop in 
terms of L2 anxiety, self-confidence, and motivation? 
 
5.2 Method 
5.2.1 Participants 
     To review, two intact classes of 60 undergraduate students (30 students each, 7 male and 
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53 female) in the storytelling-based English course participated in the study. As mentioned in the 
previous chapter, based on Oxford Placement Test 2 (Allan, 2004) at the beginning of the study, 
their English proficiency level was judged as beginning to low-intermediate (average score: 114 
out of 200). Recall that the background questionnaire on their previous English learning 
experience revealed that they had mostly studied English grammar and vocabulary but they had 
little experience of speaking practice in their junior and senior high school English classes. 
However, all the students chose speaking skills as one of the areas they want to improve. Again, 
there were no students who had traveled to or lived in a foreign country for longer than one 
month. Also, no students were studying or using English frequently outside the 
storytelling-based English course (see Chapter 4, 4.2.1 Participants for more details).  
     As mentioned in Chapter 3, in the storytelling-based English course, the class met twice a 
week for 80 minutes each over a period of 15 weeks (one semester). Various class formations 
including pair and group work were utilized in the several stages of storytelling tasks. Therefore, 
the students studied together with all the classmates in pair or group work at least once in the 
semester (see Chapter 3 for more details about the course). 
      
5.2.2 Instruments  
     Three instruments were employed to elicit evidence bearing on the research questions, 
namely the L2 affective disposition questionnaire, the course evaluation questionnaire, and the 
self-evaluation questionnaire. All the instruments were created by the investigator referring to 
past L2 motivational studies (e.g., Clément, Dӧrnyei,& Noels, 1994; Dӧrnyei, 1990; Gardner, 
1985, 2002; Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope, 1986). These instruments were administered to the 
students in Japanese. 
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L2 affective disposition questionnaire 
     This questionnaire was administered to the students twice during class at the beginning 
and end of the course (April and July). It comprised 25 items representing anxiety, 
self-confidence, and three components of motivation on 6-point Likert scales with 1 indicating 
“strongly disagree” and 6 indicating “strongly agree.” Each component was assessed by three 
positively worded and two negatively worded items. The Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability 
coefficient for each scale is presented in parentheses, with the first reliability for April and the 
second reliability for July. For the items of each scale, see Appendix 5.1. 
 
1. L2 motivation: It is defined as the combination of effort, desire to learn the language, and 
favorable attitudes toward learning the language, following Gardner’s (1985) view of 
motivation. 
     (1) Motivation: Effort (α = .79, α = .69). It assesses the degree of effort learners plan to 
exert in regard to learning English.  
     (2) Motivation: Desire to learn English (α = .87, α = .81). It evaluates the extent to which 
learners want to learn English. 
     (3) Motivation: Attitudes toward learning English (α = .91, α = .90). It assesses the degree 
of favorable attitudes toward learning English. 
     2. L2 anxiety (α = .80, α = .79). It assesses the level of apprehension learners feel when 
speaking in English.  
     3. L2 self-confidence (α = .76, α = .76). It evaluates learners’ self-confidence of English 
speaking proficiency, satisfaction of progress, and a belief in one’s ability to succeed in 
L2 speaking.   
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For analysis, all the negatively worded items in motivation and self-confidence and the two 
positively worded items in anxiety were reversed. That means, the larger the number on each 
scale, the more favorable L2 affect the students possessed. 
 
Course evaluation questionnaire 
     The students were asked to indicate their impressions about the storytelling-based English 
classes on semantic differential scales at the end of the course. The questionnaire used 6-point 
bipolar ratings with contrasting words at each end. The closer a rating was to a word at either end 
of the scale, the more strongly the word described the students’ impression about the course. The 
students were instructed to check the place that described their ideas or impressions most 
appropriately.  
(Example) 
The storytelling-based English course was 
Interesting:     :     :  ○ :     :     :     Boring  
In this example, the course was evaluated as slightly interesting. For scoring, a number was 
assigned to each position. A 6 was given to the most positive response and a 1 was given to the 
most negative response. That means, the larger the number, the more favorable impressions the 
students have about the course. In the example, a score series of 6 – 5 – 4 – 3 – 2 – 1 was 
assigned from the nearest position to “interesting.” Therefore, the “slightly interesting” response 
indicates a score of 4. The questionnaire contained 15 contrasting items modified on Gardner’s 
(1985) French course evaluation. Appendix 5.3 presents the questionnaire. The contrasting 
descriptors are shown below. 
interesting – boring; enjoyable – painful; favorite – unfavorite; satisfying – unsatisfying; 
motivating – demotivating;  necessary – unnecessary;  meaningful – meaningless;  
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useful – useless;  worth learning – worthless to learn;  effective – ineffective; 
elementary – advanced;  easy – difficult;  clear – confusing;  
rewarding my effort – unrewarding my effort;  my strong subject – my weak subject 
 
Self-evaluation questionnaire  
     At the end of the course, the students were asked to rate their perceptions of the changes in 
their L2 affective disposition on 4-point Likert scales with 1 indicating “strongly disagree (did 
not change at all)” and 4 indicating “strongly agree (changed a lot).” The questionnaire also 
contained an open-ended question in which the students were instructed to explain what had 
changed in their L2 affect and how it had changed (see Appendix 4.3).  
 
5.2.3 Analyses 
     Paired t-tests were performed to compare the students’ L2 affective dispositions at the 
beginning and end of the course (April and July). Because multiple variables (i.e. three 
components of motivation, anxiety, and self-confidence) were analyzed, a Bonferroni correction 
was applied and the alpha level was set at .01 (.05/5). In order to examine the degree of mean 
differences, effect sizes were also calculated by Glass’s delta and interpreted as follows: |.20| ≤ 
small ˂ |.50|, |.50| ≤ medium ˂ |.80|, |.80| ≤ large. The quantitative data were processed using the 
SPSS Version 19.0 statistical program.  
    The qualitative data collected by the self-evaluation questionnaire were content analyzed. 
The students’ responses were carefully read, segmented into meaningful units, and categorized 
under key themes that emerged from the data.  
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5.3 Results 
5.3.1 The Students’ Impressions about the Storytelling-based English Classes  
     Table 5.1 presents the descriptive summary of the how the students’ responses to the 
course evaluation questionnaire on 6-point semantic differential scales. The results are presented 
in the order of the mean scores from the highest to the lowest. 
 
Table 5.1  
Descriptive Results of the Storytelling-based English Course Evaluation 
Contrasting descriptors M SD 
Distribution (n = 60) 
6 5 4 3 2 1 
worth learning – worthless to learn 5.37 0.66 28 26 6 0 0 0 
useful – useless 5.33 0.80 29 24 6 0 1 0 
meaningful – meaningless 5.32 0.60 23 33 4 0 0 0 
necessary – unnecessary 5.25 0.84 26 26 6 1 1 0 
enjoyable – painful 5.25 0.86 29 19 10 2 0 0 
satisfying – unsatisfying 5.15 0.68 19 31 10 0 0 0 
interesting – boring 5.10 0.88 23 22 14 0 1 0 
effective – ineffective 5.03 1.07 21 30 3 2 4 0 
clear – confusing 5.00 0.94 18 30 8 2 2 0 
motivating – demotivating 4.87 0.91 15 27 14 3 1 0 
favorite – unfavorite 4.73 0.90 12 25 19 3 1 0 
rewarding my effort – unrewarding my effort 4.73 0.94 13 24 18 4 1 0 
elementary – advanced 3.55 1.25 2 12 19 16 6 5 
easy – difficult 3.25 1.20 0 9 17 22 4 8 
my strong subject – my weak subject 3.17 1.06 0 4 21 22 7 6 
 
The students generally had favorable impressions about the course. With the exceptions of 
“elementary,” “easy,” and “my strong subject,” all the items were scored quite positively (M ˃ 
4.5). The items that yielded the four highest mean scores were “worth learning,” “useful,” 
“meaningful,” and “necessary.” Considering that these four items can be grouped under the 
“value” category, the students found the storytelling-based lessons valuable. Following these 
items, “enjoyable,” “satisfying,” “interesting,” “motivating,” and “favorite” also obtained high 
mean scores (M ˃ 4.5) and indicate that the students possessed favorable attitudes toward the 
course. On the other hand, “elementary,” “easy,” and “my strong subject” yielded the low mean 
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scores (M ˂ 4.0) with relatively larger standard deviations. These lower scored items seemed to 
be associated with the students’ confidence. In other words, there were greater individual 
variations among the students regarding confidence in the course. The distribution of the 
responses also revealed that more than half of the students found the course rather “difficult” and 
perceived it as their “weak subject.” However, more than 90 percent of the students felt that the 
course was “rewarding their effort.” Interestingly, although the students considered the class 
“difficult,” they evaluated it as “clear” rather than “confusing.” In the storytelling lessons, the 
students were asked to exert not only their L2 knowledge but also their ability to use the 
language. “Clear” might be associated more with their understanding, whereas “difficult” might 
be related more with the requirements for performing storytelling. The students might clearly 
understand what they were taught as knowledge, but it might be difficult for them to actually 
execute the knowledge in their storytelling performances.  
     In summary, the storytelling-based English course was perceived as valuable and favorable 
but difficult for the students who had little experience of speaking in English. Yet, they found the 
course rewarding. This might suggest that the course would be challenging but achievable if the 
students put their efforts into it. 
 
5.3.2 The Students’ Perceptions of their L2 Affective Changes in the Storytelling-based 
English Classes 
     The students rated the degree to which they had changed their way of thinking about 
learning English at the end of the course. As shown in Table 5.2, except for one student who 
responded negatively, all the students perceived some changes. 
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Table 5.2  
Students’ Perceptions of their L2 Affective Changes (n = 60) 
 Strongly 
agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
disagree 
I think I have changed my way of 
thinking about L2 learning by 
experiencing the storytelling-based 
English course 
23 (38.3%) 36 (60.0%) 1 (1.67%) 0 (0%) 
 
The students’ comments in the open-ended section provided more details on what and how 
they had changed. Through careful reading to highlight key ideas and identify general categories 
from the qualitative data, 138 meaningful units were obtained and categorized into four areas of 
affective changes: (1) Attitudes, (2) Motivation, (3) Anxiety and Confidence, and (4) Awareness. 
Further, in case these changes were described in association with reasons, the reasons were also 
summarized under six classroom factors: (1) Materials and Tasks, (2) Teaching Methods, (3) 
Group Work, (4) Affective Changes, (5) Awareness, and (6) Classroom Atmosphere. There were 
no negative comments in their responses. Table 5.3 reports the quantitative summary of the 
students’ affective changes and related classroom factors.  
 
Table 5.3  
Students’ Comments on L2 Affective Changes and Related Classroom Factors 
Reported 
Change 
 Classroom factors associated with affective changes 
No. of 
units 
Material 
& Tasks 
Methods 
Group 
work 
Affective 
changes 
Awareness 
Classroom 
atmosphere 
Attitudes 
46 
(33%) 
4 9 9 6 2 1 
Motivation 
37 
(27%) 
3 4 6 2 3 0 
Anxiety & 
Confidence 
30 
(22%) 
1 5 2 2 3 1 
Awareness 
25 
(18%) 
1 1 0 0 0 0 
Total 138 9 19 17 10 8 2 
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The students perceived changes most in Attitudes (33%), followed in order by Motivation 
(27%), Anxiety and Confidence (22%), and Awareness (18%). They linked their affective 
changes mostly with Teaching Methods (19 thematic units) and Group Work (17 thematic units).  
The rest of this section describes the students’ comments on their changes and related 
classroom factors for each affective category. The numbers in parentheses refer to the number of 
thematic units segmented from the students’ comments.  
 
Changes in Attitudes  
     The students reported their positive changes in attitudes with 46 thematic units, which 
accounted for 33 percent of all the meaningful units identified in the students’ comments. They 
described learning English, speaking in English, and the course as “enjoyable” (37), for example, 
“Owing to the reduced reluctance to speak in English by practice, I felt that speaking English 
was fun” and “Because I could express a story as I wished using the words that I have already 
known and the words that I newly learned, studying English became enjoyable.” Five students 
perceived the course as “meaningful” and “good.” For example, one student wrote, “Exchanging 
ideas about how to express stories in group work is meaningful.” Another student felt that “It is 
good to know that there are a lot of simple but useful English expressions.” Two students said 
that they “became to like English.” Other students stated that “I became to think that speaking in 
English is cool” (1), and “Storytelling made me think that English is not just a language spoken 
in distant foreign countries” (1).  
As for the classroom factors linked with their favorable attitudes, nine comments indicated 
Teaching Methods: expressing picture stories in their own ways (3), learning by doing rather 
than just listening (2), discovering various ways to express stories (2), and studying in different 
ways from previous English learning experiences (2). Another nine comments were linked with 
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Group Work: working in groups (4), getting along with the classmates (2), exchanging ideas in 
groups (2), improving together with friends (1). Six other comments associated their favorable 
attitudes with changes in other affect: gaining confidence (4), getting motivated (1), and reducing 
reluctance (1). Four students’ responses revealed that their view of teaching materials and tasks 
also contributed to their positive attitudes: finding the use of picture stories fun (2), and 
recognized storytelling and speaking practice as practical (2). Furthermore, their awareness 
supported their attitudes. Also, a relaxing classroom atmosphere in which making mistakes was 
not humiliating led to one student’s positive attitudinal changes. Some examples of the students’ 
comments are shown below. 
 
1. Changes from Teaching Methods 
˖ Speaking in English became fun because I could think about how to deliver a story by myself, 
although I was not doing well.  
˖ Because I could express a story as I wished using the words that I have already known and the 
words that I newly learned, studying English became enjoyable.  
˖ I became to like studying English by practicing aloud, not by just listening. 
˖ Studying English is enjoyable when grammar learning is integrated with speaking practice. 
˖ I became interested in speaking in English by learning various ways of describing a storyline 
and how to launch a story. 
˖ It was good to discover how to fully describe a story with adverbs and reported speech. 
 
2. Changes from Group Work 
˖ Studying English became more fun than before due to working in groups. 
˖ Speaking in English became fun through getting along with my classmates while working in 
groups. 
˖ Studying English became enjoyable by talking about how to express stories in groups. 
˖ Exchanging ideas about how to express stories in groups is very meaningful.  
˖ It was good to improve with my friends by learning from each other in group work.  
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3. Changes from other Affective Changes 
˖ Speaking in English is fun when I could deliver my intended messages. 
˖ Studying English became enjoyable because the harder I tried, the better I could understand. 
˖ Speaking in English became enjoyable because I could increase useful English expressions.  
˖ I became interested in English by having a strong desire to improve more in speaking. 
 
4. Changes from Materials and Tasks 
˖ The English class is fun because it focuses on speaking, which I found it really useful. 
˖ The English class is enjoyable when making stories with pictures. 
˖ It was really interesting to think of a storyline from pictures. 
 
5. Changes from Awareness 
˖ I am glad to know that there are a lot of simple but useful English expressions. 
˖ I was very happy to aware that using basic English grammar and making mistakes were 
acceptable as long as I could deliver stories in English. 
 
Changes in Motivation 
     The students expressed their motivational changes with 37 thematic units. They explained 
either their active participation in class and communication (18), or their desires and goals in 
studying English (20). For example, one student wrote, “I used to think that English was really 
difficult, but I became to try to speak out with what I can do.” Another student said, “Now I feel 
like using English in daily life.” Also there were students who mentioned their short-term goals 
of studying English such as “I want to reduce my mistakes in speaking in the next semester” and 
“I will study the reading aloud textbook more to speak fluently.” 
Regarding the classroom factors, six comments described the students’ motivation in 
association with Group Work: working in groups (2), their group members’ English skills and 
positive attitudes (2), feeling responsible while working in groups (1), and feeling competitive in 
group work (1). Four comments linked with Teaching Methods: getting group points by 
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voluntarily answering questions or speaking out in the whole class (3), and putting emphasis on 
conveying meanings rather than studying grammar (1). In addition, three students associated 
their motivational changes with the usefulness of the teaching materials and tasks employed in 
the course. Another three comments revealed their awareness: noticing that they could express 
stories with basic vocabulary and structures (2), and perceiving that they did not need to be 
afraid of making mistakes (1). Moreover, two students stated that gaining confidence in speaking 
in English encouraged them to study more. Some of the students’ comments follow.  
 
1. Changes from Group Work 
˖ I get motivated by working in groups. 
˖ I was inspired by my group members because they were good at expressing stories in English 
and speaking in English.  
˖ I could participate more positively because I felt responsible while collaboratively thinking 
about how to express stories in groups.  
˖ I got motivated because I felt competitive in group work. 
˖ At the beginning of the course, I was reluctant to communicate in English. But, I could try to 
communicate more positively by watching other students actively speaking in English.  
 
2. Changes from Teaching Methods 
˖ I got motivated and tried to speak more because we could get group points (by voluntarily 
answering questions or speaking out in the whole class).  
˖ I became more positive because the class emphasized on conveying messages rather than 
studying English grammar.  
 
3. Changes from Materials and Tasks 
˖ I got motivated to study because of speaking practice. 
˖ I want to go to foreign countries because I learned a lot to communicate in English. 
˖My desire to study abroad became stronger because I could learn a lot for daily communication. 
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4. Changes from Awareness 
˖ (Before the course,) I thought I was bad at speaking in English and I should not make mistakes 
in speaking. But I noticed that simple English could be useful. I could become more positive 
about speaking.  
˖ I could speak out my opinions actively because I understood that I could use simple English 
and that I don’t need to be worried about making mistakes. 
 
5. Changes from other affective changes 
˖ Before taking the course, I didn’t think that I would be able to speak in English. But, I gradually 
became to speak simple sentences and I could have a desire to improve more.  
˖ I became to speak out without hesitation because I gained a little confidence.  
 
Changes in Anxiety and Confidence 
     The students described their changes in anxiety and confidence with 30 thematic units, as 
expressed in the responses as “becoming confident” (19) and “reducing reluctance” (11). Five 
students related their changes to Teaching Methods: telling a story with pictures in their own 
way (1), telling a story using basic vocabulary (1), having a lot of opportunities to practice for 
speaking with many classmates (1), the teacher’s on-the-spot explanation (1), and getting group 
points by voluntarily speaking out in the whole class (1). Their awareness that they could 
communicate with basic vocabulary and structures could help three students improve in 
confidence and anxiety. Working together and helping each other in group work were also 
useful for two students to develop confidence. Speaking-focused lessons, a friendly class 
atmosphere, and getting used to speaking were three other factors associated with the students’ 
confidence. Introduce some of the students’ comments below. 
1. Changes from Teaching Methods 
˖ I became a little more confident because of the procedures in that I could look at pictures, think 
about how to describe the storyline (in English), and deliver the story.  
˖ I gained confidence by using simple English. 
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˖ Before taking the course, I didn’t have confidence. Speaking in English was always painful for 
me. But I gained confidence while speaking with many classmates in English.  
˖ Because the teacher explained my mistakes clearly on the spot, I became less anxious about my 
English. 
˖ I thought I could do well in the course because speaking voluntarily in class was encouraged 
and reflected on the course grade.  
 
2. Changes from Awareness 
˖ Before taking the course, I didn’t like English very much because I didn’t understand grammar 
and vocabulary well and felt that I was poor at English. But I understood that I could 
communicate using simple English and I could stop feeling that I was poor at English.  
˖ I used to think that English meant filling in blanks with difficult words. But I felt relieved since I 
noticed that understanding the basic word order is the key to English.  
˖ I gained confidence because I became aware that I could paraphrase difficult English messages 
with the words I had already known. 
 
3. Change from Materials and Tasks  
˖ I thought I could do well because the course focused on speaking in English. 
 
4. Change from other affective changes 
˖ I became a little more confident because I got used to speaking in English. 
 
5. Change from Classroom Atmosphere 
˖ I gained confidence in a friendly class atmosphere in which I could frankly speak out my ideas. 
 
Changes in Awareness 
     There were 25 thematic units that reported the students’ awareness from their experience 
in the course. Generally, they became aware of “the usefulness of simple English expressions” 
or “being tolerant for mistakes” (13), “the presence of listeners” (6), and “studying English” (6). 
Judging from comments such as “I used to think that I needed to make perfect English 
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sentences without mistakes” and “I was concerned with difficult English expressions,” it seems 
that they had been really conscious about making mistakes and using complicated expressions. 
After the course, they noticed that they could communicate with simple English structures and 
vocabulary that they have already known, and that they don’t need to worry too much about 
making mistakes. In addition, they were likely to pay attention to their listeners. For example, 
the students clearly wrote, “I became to think about how I could make a storyline clear to a 
listener,” and “I became to realize that getting across what I want to say to a listener is really 
important.” Further, they seemed to start thinking about studying English as expressed in the 
comments of “If I keep quiet, I can’t even judge whether my English is correct or not,” 
“Memorizing English knowledge and using English for communication are totally different,” 
“Although I can make English sentences, it’s no use if I can’t get them across to listeners,” “I 
can make a story more interesting or fully describe it if I can use vocabulary and prepositional 
phrases more effectively,” and “I became to realize that English is useful if I learn.” The 
classroom factors related to their awareness were teaching materials and methods. Comments 
are presented below. 
1. Change from Materials and Tasks 
˖ Storytelling made me realize that I could fully express myself with the words I have already 
known. 
 
2. Change from Teaching Methods 
 ˖ English meant memorizing difficult vocabulary and using grammar correctly in my junior and 
senior high school days. Having a totally different experience in this course made me realize 
that there are a lot of simple but useful expressions.  
 
To sum up, both the quantitative and qualitative data demonstrated that almost all of the 
students perceived some positive changes in their way of thinking about L2 learning after 
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experiencing the storytelling-based English course. They felt that studying English as well as 
speaking in English were enjoyable. They also came to participate actively in the class and to 
have desires to use English or improve speaking skills. In other words, they showed more 
favorable attitudes and motivation toward L2 learning, L2 speaking in particular. Moreover, they 
gained confidence and became less anxious about their English and speaking ability. Further, 
they noticed that they could deliver stories using simple English expressions and that they don’t 
need to be afraid of making mistakes. The major classroom factors linked with their positive L2 
affective dispositions were (a) the teaching methods wherein the students could express picture 
stories in their own ways using both their new and existing English resources, their voluntary 
class participation being rewarded as group points, and speaking practice and grammar learning 
not being clearly separated, (b) group work in which the students could exchange ideas, and help 
and inspire each other, (c) the students’ view of speaking-focused lessons and storytelling 
activities as practical and useful, and (d) a friendly classroom atmosphere. It also seemed that 
these major classroom factors had a positive impact on one or more of the students’ L2 affect and 
awareness, which in turn, would influence the other affective dispositions. 
 
5.3.3 Changes in General L2 Affective Dispositions 
Table 5.4 provides the descriptive summary and the results of paired t-tests and Glass’s 
delta for the students’ general L2 affective dispositions at the beginning and end of the course 
(April and July). As shown in the descriptive results, the students exhibited certain similarities 
regarding their general L2 affective dispositions at the two observation periods. In both April and 
July, the three motivational components were scored higher than L2 anxiety and L2 
self-confidence. In other words, the 60 participants generally showed good levels of motivation 
(M ˃ 4 of 6-point Likert scales) coupled with relatively high L2 anxiety and low L2 
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self-confidence both at the beginning and end of the course. This tendency was observed more 
clearly at the beginning of the course. 
 
Table 5.4  
Changes in L2 Affective Dispositions at April (the Beginning) and July (the End of the Course) 
 April July    
 M SD M SD t p ∆ 
Effort 4.61 0.61 4.13 0.62 6.12 .000* 0.79** 
Desire to learn 4.58 072 4.39 0.71 2.38 .021 0.26* 
Attitudes toward learning 4.44 0.78 4.53 0.75 1.11 .273 0.12 
L2 anxiety 2.76 0.73 3.18 0.82 4.70 .000* 0.58** 
L2 self-confidence 2.80 0.65 3.09 0.70 3.49 .001* 0.45* 
* p ˂ .01 (.05/5) 
 
As for the measures of L2 anxiety and L2 self-confidence, the results of paired t-tests 
revealed significant differences between April and July (p ˂ .01). The effect sizes calculated by 
Glass’s delta suggested moderate change in anxiety (∆ = .58) and small change in 
self-confidence (∆ = .45). Therefore, it is reasonable to suppose that the students felt a 
moderately lower level of anxiety and held a slightly higher level of self-confidence at the end of 
the course as compared to the beginning of the course.  
As for the measures of general L2 motivation, the paired t-test results demonstrated that 
effort was the only motivational component that significantly changed between April and July (p 
˂ .01). The effect size indicated that the magnitude of the change in effort was medium (∆ = .79).  
Meanwhile, desire to learn English and attitudes toward learning English did not show 
significant differences over the observation period. Judging from the fairly good mean scores, it 
seems that the students still held relatively good levels of the three motivational components (M 
˃ 4 of 6-point Likert scales for all the components). However, they could not maintain the level 
of effort they had possessed in April and exhibited a moderate drop in their intention to exert 
effort into learning English in July. 
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5.4 Discussion 
This study investigated how the students perceived their L2 affective changes through the 
storytelling-based English course and whether or not the students’ experience of the course 
influenced their general affective dispositions toward L2 learning and use. Generally, the course 
was evaluated as valuable and favorable, yet difficult for the beginning to low-intermediate level 
students with little experience of speaking in the target language. Further, the students’ 
comments on their affective changes provided evidence that the storytelling-based English 
course had a positive impact on their L2 affect and awareness, despite the difficulty that they felt. 
To put it more concretely, the students perceived that they had more favorable attitudes, 
increased their motivation, gained more confidence, and felt less reluctant in studying and 
speaking in English. They also changed their way of thinking about L2 communication with 
respect to the usefulness of simple English expressions, the tolerance for making mistakes, and 
the need to convey messages to listeners in comprehensible ways.  
However, the influences of the students’ positive affective changes in the 
storytelling-based English course on their general L2 affective dispositions were limited. As 
suggested in the students’ affirmative comments, they showed significant improvement in their 
anxiety and confidence in speaking in English at the end of the course. On the other hand, in 
spite of the favorable attitudes and motivation that they perceived during the course, the students 
displayed remarkably lower levels of effort to learn English and did not develop more positive 
levels of attitudes toward learning English and a greater desire to learn English over the semester. 
These findings are similar to those in the study of Gardner et al. (2004) in that effort and anxiety 
were more subject to change than desire and attitudes with regard to learning L2. What is more, 
following their study, the magnitude of the possible affective changes was small to moderate. 
Even though a great amount of change cannot be expected, it is likely that classroom practices 
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can support positive changes in anxiety and confidence to a greater extent than motivation.  
Although it is not unusual to find motivational drop as the course progresses (e.g., Inba, 
Donitsa-Schmidt & Shohany, 2001), a marked decline in learners’ effort would be of great 
concern to L2 teachers. In the case of the present study, there was no direct indication of the 
decrease in effort in the students’ comments. But one possible cause might be the students’ 
improvement in anxiety and confidence. Their high level of anxiety and low level of confidence 
at the beginning of the semester might make them nervous about the English course required for 
graduation and encourage them to put much effort into learning English. However, as they 
became less anxious and more confident in the storytelling lessons, the strain they had been 
under was relieved and thus required less effort for learning English. Also, the students’ 
awareness may play a part. They have realized that they could use not only complicated but also 
simple English expressions in their own linguistic resources for communication and that making 
mistakes while speaking is a natural part of learning. This would make them feel relaxed and 
make them less enthusiastic in English learning.  
Another plausible explanation for the decline in mean effort is that the students’ 
motivation enhanced in the storytelling-based English course may not be fully reflected on the 
measurements in the general L2 affective disposition questionnaire. Since the storytelling-based 
English classes were speaking-focused, the students may find it difficult to connect their 
motivation to improve English speaking skills with effort to learn English in general. For 
example, the items of effort in the questionnaire included not only the effort during the class but 
also the effort outside the class such as preparation and review of lessons and going over 
mistakes on homework. The students may not find these items perfectly relevant to the 
development of speaking skills in the EFL context because they have limited opportunities to use 
the target language outside the classroom and may not know what they can do to improve their 
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speaking skills without conversation partners. This might prevent the students from showing 
their motivation on the scale of effort in the questionnaire.  
Further, motivation is also influenced by factors outside English class. Kikuchi (2015) 
investigated motivational changes among Japanese first-year university students over ten months 
and demonstrated that their motivation was affected by external factors such as part-time jobs 
and club activities. Compared with desire and attitudes regarding learning English, effort is more 
closely related to time spent on English learning. It is possible to imagine that first-year 
university students may reduce the time to study English due to their completion of university 
entrance examinations or to giving priority to their specialized subjects and university life over 
English. If this is the case, it seems even more difficult to maintain good levels of effort for 
English learning in the case of non-English major students, like the participants in the present 
study. All in all, learners’ general L2 motivation may not be easily stimulated. However, it seems 
attainable for teachers to find ways to activate their students’ favorable attitudes and motivation 
at least in their own L2 classrooms. 
A close examination of the relationship between the students’ perceptions of affective 
changes and the classroom factors offers some implications for designing L2 speaking classes. 
These pedagogical implications are discussed along with changes in speaking performances in 
Chapter 6.  
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Chapter 6 Conclusion 
 
6.1 Overview of Findings 
     This dissertation is based on thirty class hours of my own teaching practice over a 
semester (fifteen weeks), aiming to develop speaking performance and L2 affective dispositions 
among Japanese university EFL students at the beginning to low-intermediate proficiency level. 
Among various speaking tasks available in the L2 classroom, storytelling was chosen because 
telling stories about experiences or events is quite common in our daily life and acquiring basic 
storytelling skills is beneficial to all kinds of language learners in a number of social settings. 
Following Pavlenko’s (2006) three components of L2 narrative competence, narrative structure, 
elaboration and evaluation, and cohesion are considered the keys to constructing good stories. 
The storytelling-based English course had two major objectives: (1) to develop the ability to 
construct stories about experiences and events, including all the necessary information and 
sufficient details in a coherent sequence to make the stories understandable and interesting for 
listeners; and (2) to improve speaking skills to get stories across to listeners. For teaching 
materials, picture prompts (e.g., Heaton, 1966, 2007) were used to maximize variations among 
the students’ output by having them creatively think about what messages to include and how 
best to express their intended messages in the L2. It was expected that the variations would 
enable the students to make conscious comparisons between their own and their classmates’ 
story structure and language use and to learn from each other. In line with SLA and related 
studies, the following four principles were considered when making lesson plans: (1) to have the 
students produce a story on their own first, followed by the opportunity to study a model story 
with grammatical features, and to produce a modified version of their first attempt; (2) to get the 
students to work in small groups to think about the language in order to express a story during 
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the planning stage; (3) to have the students repeatedly practice storytelling with different 
partners; and (4) to have the students reflect on their own storytelling performance. Eight stories 
were covered with 10 stages each during the semester as we saw in Chapter 3. 
     L2 instruction can produce both linguistic outcomes such as growth in language 
knowledge and non-linguistic outcomes such as motivation and confidence. Study 1 examined 
how the students’ L2 speaking performance and narrative adequacy developed by comparing 
their storytelling performances at the beginning and end of the course. Two storytelling tasks 
were explored: storytelling with a picture prompt and storytelling with a personal experience. 
For the picture-based storytelling, the same picture prompt was used on both occasions. While 
the students’ L2 speaking development referred to improved levels of complexity, accuracy, and 
fluency, their narrative adequacy development was considered to be manifested in increased 
levels of idea units and the number and types of adjectives, adverbs, and conjunctions that were 
used correctly. The research questions and findings were as follows. 
    Research Question 1: How did the students perceive the changes in their L2 skills through 
the storytelling-based English course? 
• Except for one student, the students could perceive some progress in their L2 skills. The 
improvement they mentioned most was in Speaking-level (30%), followed in order by 
Word-level (27%), Story-level (27%), Sentence-level (13%), and other areas (3%) such as 
listening skills and creativity. 
• They felt that they could speak better with fluency, clarity, and enough volume.  
• They thought they could increase vocabulary, especially conjunctions.  
• They perceived that they could understand how a story is organized (story structure) and 
construct a better story, including more detailed information such as characters’ feelings.  
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• They felt that they had a better understanding of grammar such as articles, tense, and pronouns.  
• They felt that they could improve listening skills and creativity, and memorize impressive 
expressions in stories.  
• There were a few comments that described unchanged L2 skills such as Japanese English 
accent, difficulty in speaking without looking at a planning memo, and limited vocabulary and 
grammar knowledge in use.  
• The major classroom factors linked with the students’ perceived L2 progress were (a) group 
work in that they could think about the language to express meaning, (b) teaching methods in 
which they could repeatedly practice storytelling, and (c) opportunities to make use of the 
English knowledge that they already had.  
• The students paid attention to their listeners and tried to make stories clear for them. 
 
Research Question 2: How did the students’ L2 speaking performance develop in terms of 
complexity, accuracy, and fluency?  
Picture-based Storytelling 
• Lexical diversity, measured by the Guiraud index, was significantly improved. The magnitude 
of the change was large.  
• Accuracy, measured by the percentage of error-free AS-units and the percentage of error-free 
clauses, was significantly improved. The magnitude of the change was medium to large. 
• Syntactic complexity, measured by the number of clauses per AS-unit, was improved to a small 
extent. The other complexity index from the number of tokens per AS-unit did not change 
significantly. 
• Fluency, measured by tokens per minute, remained the same.  
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Personal Experience Storytelling 
• Fluency, measured by tokens per minute, dropped remarkably. The magnitude of the change 
was small. 
• Accuracy and lexical complexity progressed significantly. The magnitude of the change was 
small. 
• Syntactic complexity did not change.  
To summarize the results in the most general terms, the students were able to produce more 
accurate storytelling with a wider variety of vocabulary than before, yet they did not gain much 
in syntactic complexity. They also could not improve speaking fluency. There was a general 
tendency for the changes in the picture-based storytelling (the repeated task) to be larger than 
those in the personal storytelling (the new version of the same type). 
 
Research Question 3: How did the students’ narrative adequacy develop in terms of 
elaboration with information, adjectives, and adverbs, and cohesion with conjunctions? 
Picture-based Storytelling 
• All the narrative adequacy measures (the number of major and minor idea units, the number 
and types of adjectives, adverbs, and conjunctions) displayed significant increase. Whereas the 
changes in the types of conjunctions were medium, those in the other measures were all large.  
 
Personal Experience Storytelling 
• The number of idea units and the number and types of conjunctions increased considerably. The 
magnitude of the change was large for the idea units, medium for the number of conjunctions, 
and small for the types of conjunctions. 
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• The number and types of adjectives and adverbs did not show significant improvement. 
However, the relatively small standard deviation at the end of the course might suggest that 
individual variation among the students would become smaller in these measures. 
Both types of the students’ storytelling at the end of the course included substantially more 
idea units and conjunctions. However, the improvements in the use of adjectives and adverbs 
were limited to the picture-based storytelling. To put the results more simply, the students’ 
storytelling became more appealing by elaborating the stories with more detailed information 
and creating cohesion with more conjunctions.  
 
Study 2 focused on non-linguistic outcomes and investigated how the students perceived 
their L2 affective changes through the storytelling-based English course and whether or not the 
students’ experience of the course influenced their general affective dispositions toward L2 
learning and use. 
     Research Question 1: How did the students feel about the storytelling-based English 
course at the end of the semester? 
This research question was explored from the course evaluation questionnaire using semantic 
differential scales with 15 items. 
• 12 items were scored highly (M ˃ 4.5 out of 6): “worth learning”, “useful,” “meaningful,” 
“necessary,” “enjoyable,” “satisfying,” “interesting,” “effective,” “clear,” “motivating,” 
“favorite,” and “rewarding my effort.” 
• Three items were scored lower (M ˂ 4.0 out of 6): “elementary,” “easy,” and “my strong 
subject.” More than half of the students considered the course rather “difficult” and perceived it 
as their “weak subject.” 
     In short, the storytelling-based English course was evaluated as valuable and favorable but 
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difficult for the inexperienced L2 English speakers. The high mean score on “rewarding” might 
suggest that the course would be challenging but still achievable if the students exert their 
efforts. 
 
     Research Question 2: How did the students perceive their L2 affective changes in the 
storytelling-based English course? 
• Except for one student, all the students perceived some positive changes in their L2 affective 
dispositions. The most often cited changes were in Attitudes (33%), followed by Motivation 
(27%), Anxiety and Confidence (22%) and Awareness of learning processes (18%). 
• They felt that studying English as well as speaking in English were enjoyable. 
• They became able to take action in class and have desires to use English and improve speaking 
skills. 
• They gained confidence and became less anxious about their English and speaking ability. 
• They noticed that they could tell stories using simple English expressions and that they did not 
need to be afraid of making mistakes.  
• The major classroom factors associated with their positive L2 affective dispositions were (a) 
the teaching methods wherein the students could express picture stories from their own English 
resources, their voluntarily class participation being rewarded as group points, and speaking 
practice and grammar learning being integrated; (b) group work in which the students could 
exchange ideas, and help and inspire each other; (c) the students’ view of speaking-focused 
lessons and storytelling activities as practical and useful; and (d) a friendly classroom 
atmosphere. These major classroom factors had a positive impact on one or more of the 
students’ L2 affect and awareness, which in turn, would influence the other affective 
dispositions. 
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     Research Question 3: How did the students’ general affective disposition toward L2 
learning and use develop in terms of L2 anxiety, self-confidence, and motivation? 
• There were significant improvements in the measures of anxiety and self-confidence in L2 use, 
but a remarkable drop in the measures of effort to learn English. The magnitude of the changes 
was medium for anxiety and effort, and small for self-confidence. 
• There were no significant changes in the two motivational components of attitudes toward L2 
learning and desire to learn the L2. 
     In summary, the students held a significantly lower level of anxiety and a higher level of 
self-confidence in L2 use at the end than the beginning of the course. On the other hand, even 
though they still had relatively good levels of the three motivational components, there was a 
moderate drop in their intention to exert effort into learning English at the end of the semester. 
Their attitudes toward learning English and desire to learn English did not change during the 
observation period. 
 
6.2 Pedagogical Implications for L2 Speaking Instruction 
Given that it is almost impossible to make exciting progress in speaking skills in a short 
term such as one semester, especially in the EFL context, we must accept the small improvement 
the students showed in the present study as logical and realistic outcomes. At least, they became 
able to tell cohesive stories in more details with richer vocabulary and simple but more accurate 
language. It is also an encouraging fact that the students found enjoyment, got motivated, and 
became less anxious and more confident in the storytelling-based English course, and that they 
showed their reduced anxiety and enhanced self-confidence in the general L2 affective 
disposition. These improved anxiety and self-confidence will encourage them to engage in L2 
communication more actively in future. Further, in spite of the difficulty the students felt, they 
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evaluated the course as valuable and favorable. These results inevitably lead to the conclusion 
that the storytelling-based English instruction has the potential to foster foreign and second 
language learning in both aspects of acquisition and affective dispositions for the beginning to 
low-intermediate level students with little experience of speaking in the L2.  
A close examination of the relationship between the students’ development or perceptions 
of L2 skills as well as affective changes and the classroom factors offers some implications for 
designing L2 speaking classes. First of all, storytelling with picture prompts is likely to be a 
speaking task suitable for inexperienced L2 speakers with beginning to low-intermediate 
proficiency. As for linguistic development, storytelling is especially good for promoting the use 
of temporal conjunctions in learners’ speaking performance. It is also expected that learners can 
improve the use of adjectives and adverbs to describe people or their feelings, and situations 
through storytelling tasks. Regarding L2 affect, the students in the present study found the tasks 
enjoyable and useful for communication. One of the reasons might be that words and expressions 
that emerged in the tasks are generally common in our daily life and accessible to learners. 
Another reason might be that learners can see how language is actually used in meaningful 
contexts through stories. Learners may consider this especially helpful when they want to 
improve the language skills rather than the language knowledge. Moreover, using pictures has 
some benefits. As Wright (2001) suggests that pictures can motivate learners, the students in the 
present study enjoyed making stories out of pictures. Wright also states that pictures are open to 
a variety of interpretations. In this study, if stories were provided in Japanese, the students 
merely would have ended up with translation exercises from Japanese to English and there 
would have been no variation in their final products. However, pictures brought about 
differences among the students’ output with respect to what information was included and how to 
express the storylines, although they made stories based on the same picture prompts. Thus, this 
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variation not only generates enjoyment for learners but also gives the opportunity to compare 
their own and their classmates’ language use and to learn from each other. Pictures contributed to 
learners’ creative use of the language. 
Second, following many researchers (e.g., Dӧrnyei, 2001; Swain & Lapkin, 2008) and 
teaching practitioners, the present study confirmed that employing pair or small group work is a 
good motivational and L2 learning strategy. Especially when pair or small group activities allow 
learners to engage actively in the learning process such as thinking about the language to 
accomplish a task, sharing their linguistic knowledge, and getting peer feedback on their 
language use, learners have exposure to a wider variety of vocabulary and structures in the target 
language and are likely to make progress in vocabulary learning in particular. As for affective 
dispositions, such pair or group work in a non-threatening environment leads to learners’ 
enjoyment, motivation, confidence, and awareness in L2 learning. For group formation, the 
students in the storytelling-based English classes drew lots for each story in order to avoid 
working with the same group members all the time. Considering that group learning assisted the 
students in stimulating and learning from each other as well as getting along with each other, 
maximizing chances to work with different classmates has certain benefits. Effective group 
learning would be a foundation for a friendly and supportive atmosphere for the class as a whole, 
which promotes learners’ motivation to participate actively in class and L2 communication.  
Third, as claimed by Willis and Willis (2007), teaching methods which encourage learners 
to engage in meaning with their own linguistic resources first, and then provide model sentences 
to illustrate the target features of the language, have advantages in L2 speaking classes. The 
present study demonstrated that the students enjoyed thinking about how to express stories by 
themselves with their own English knowledge and felt a sense of progress in speaking and story 
construction skills. Instead of providing useful linguistic models before meaning-focused tasks, 
 102 
 
giving learners choices about how they apply their linguistic knowledge to express meaning 
might be more challenging but also more appealing. Moreover, the students in this study became 
aware that there are a lot of simple vocabulary items and structures that they can use for 
communication. Having learners constantly make the use of their own linguistic knowledge to 
express meaning may urge them to accept what they know about the language and realize the 
value of the language they have already learned to date. At the same time, they may notice what 
they need to know about the language in order to convey messages effectively in the target 
language.  
Fourth, consistent and repeated practice is necessary when learning to speak in a foreign 
language. In the present study, repeated practice of speaking with different partners on a regular 
basis gave the students a sense of improvement in speaking and better L2 affective dispositions. 
With repeated practice, they seemed to feel that they could speak better than before, felt less 
reluctant and gained confidence in speaking in English. It is also possible to assume that this 
enhanced confidence and decreased reluctance fostered more talking in the students’ speaking 
performance with a wider variety of vocabulary in the posttest session. Providing only 
occasional speaking practice in foreign or second language classrooms may not be sufficient to 
make learners believe in their ability to succeed in speaking in the target language and promote 
their actual L2 speaking. 
Fifth, group rewards would activate learners’ motivation to engage in the learning process 
when sharing linguistic knowledge in class. In this study, group points were given for any 
language-related contribution to the class. Even for an erroneous utterance, it was still considered 
a contribution because it provided an opportunity for the class to pay attention to the language 
and think about the acceptable use of the language. This reward system would facilitate the 
students’ involvement in their own as well as their group members’ or classmates’ L2 learning 
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without worrying too much about making mistakes. Different effects of individual and group 
rewards are beyond the scope of the present study. However, group rewards play a role in 
enhancing learners’ motivation.  
Sixth, having learners record and reflect their speaking performance helps them perceive 
their progress and weak points. At the end of each story in the storytelling-based English lessons, 
the students recorded their storytelling several times, listened to it and evaluated their 
performance under the four major rubric of story element, coherence, elaboration, and speaking 
on 4-point Likert scales. Then, they commented on the areas in which they progressed and areas 
that they needed to improve (see Appendix 3.3). As shown in the students’ comments on their L2 
skill changes at the end of the semester, they could point out specific areas for their improvement 
such as cohesion with conjunctions, elaboration with characters’ feelings, and speaking with 
clarity, and for weak points such as Japanese English accent. Learners can become aware of how 
they have improved and which areas they need to practice more by reflecting upon their 
performance.  
Lastly, the students’ open-ended responses on their affective changes demonstrated that 
motivation, anxiety, and self-confidence did not stand alone, and that some classroom factors 
were associated with more than one of these. Therefore, if teachers can successfully find ways to 
transform one of these affective variables in a positive direction, they have a good chance of 
improving the other variables as well. Judging from the fact that anxiety and self-confidence are 
more subject to change, reducing anxiety and boosting self-confidence seem to be a good starting 
point, especially in the case of L2 speaking instruction. 
As compared with presentations or discussions in L2 speaking classes, storytelling with 
picture prompts controls learners’ variation in the content. On the other hand, learners can still 
decide how they express the storyline in their linguistic resources. This controlled content would 
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be well suited to direct learners’ attention to linguistic form and have them engage in learning 
processes such as talking about L2 use in small groups and making comparisons between their 
own and their classmates’ L2 use. In addition, because storytelling won’t take much time, it 
makes learners’ repeated practice and regular reflections of their speaking possible. Overall, it 
can be expected that storytelling will create good conditions for L2 speaking instruction. 
 
6.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 
     There are some limitations and suggestions for future research to be noted. This study 
presented an empirical report on how college-level Japanese EFL learners’ speaking performance 
and narrative adequacy developed, and how their L2 affective dispositions enhanced. However, 
the findings should be considered tentative because a comparison group was not examined in the 
study. Therefore, it cannot be concluded that the students’ improvement was solely due to the 
pedagogic intervention. Future studies should include two different treatment groups, one using a 
storytelling-based curriculum and one using a textbook-based curriculum, and compare the 
students’ achievement in both groups. 
    Further, the study was conducted on non-English major university students with beginning 
to low-intermediate proficiency in an EFL context. The results of the study should not be 
overgeneralized because there is a possibility that the reactions to and the influences from the 
storytelling practices would be different depending on learners’ age, proficiency levels, L2 
learning experiences, and so on. It would be interesting to include different learner groups in 
future studies to investigate their improvement in the storytelling-based instruction. Of course, it 
is always possible to adjust storytelling tasks and instruction to suit the learners in L2 
classrooms.  
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Appendixes 
 
Appendix 3.1 
Planning Sheet 
Story Planning Form 
Setting 
Who was in the story?  
When did it happen?  
Where did it happen?  
 
At the beginning of the story 
Opening:  What is the story about? How do you launch the story? 
 
   
The story :  
What happened?  How did the characters feel about it? 
Scene 1 Scene 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scene 3 Scene 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scene 5 Scene 6 
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(Appendix 3.1 continued) 
 
At the end of the story 
 Ending: How did you feel about the story?  What did you learn from this story?  Why did you tell this 
story? 
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Appendix 3.2 
Model Story 1 
Lesson 1  Story elements 
聞き手にとって分かりやすく、関心が持てるストーリーを話すためには、必要な要素があります。 
「いつ」「どこで」「誰が」「何をして」「どうなったのか」を伝えることが基本となります。 
これらの情報が欠けると、聞き手は一度でストーリーを理解することができず、「いつの話？」などと、質
問をしながら必要な情報を補うこととなるでしょう。 
また、ストーリーを提供する場合は、その前からの会話の流れに沿ったものであることも大事です。 
 
Model Story 1: A Clever Dog  
 
（会話の流れ） 
あなたは、クラスメイトと「ペット」について話をしています。 
お互いにペット自慢やペットにまつわる話をしている中で、あなたは、Bill の犬、Tobyの話を思い出し、話
しだしました。 
 
Read for errors (10) 
                Bill’s 
That reminds me of Bill dog, Toby. 
Last Saturday, Bill went to a park near his house with Harry. 
Toby came with them too. 
                    was 
When Bill said that Toby is so smart, Harry didn’t believe him. 
                            threw 
So Bill picked up an old shoe and throwed it into some bushes. 
Toby began running after the shoe. 
                         waiting 
In the meantime, the boys were wait for him. 
                     came 
A few minutes later, Toby come back with a shoe in his mouth. 
            were 
Bill and Harry was very proud of him. 
                       running 
But there was an angry man run toward them. 
     didn’t 
Toby doesn’t bring back the shoe Bill threw. 
                   man’s 
Instead, he brought the man new shoe. 
                 isn’t 
Toby is a clever dog, is he? 
He can tell the new from the old. 
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(Appendix 3.2 continued) 
Model Story 2 
Lesson 2  Launching/ Ending a story 
聞き手が理解しやすいようにストーリーを話すには、ストーリーの「切り出し方」や「終わり方」にも工
夫が必要です。例えば、本や映画にタイトルがあるように、「このストーリーは○○についてかな」と聞
き手が想像できるような一文からスタートすると良いでしょう。 
また、ストーリーの最後の一文を通して、あなたが「どうしてこの話をしたのか」、「この話から何を考
えたり、感じたりしたのか」を伝えることができます。さらに、ストーリーから会話への切り替えの合図に
もなります。 
 
Model Story 2: The Crow and the Jug 
 
（会話の流れ） 
夏休みの宿題を見て、「これじゃ全然終わりそうにないよ」と嘆く弟。 
あなたは、「カラスと壺」の話を思い出し、励まそうと話しだします。 
 
Read for errors (8) 
Do you know the story of “The Crow and the Jug”? 
It was a very hot day.  
The crow was dying of thirst. 
   found 
He finded a jug as if it was full of water. 
He put his beak into the jug, but there was only a little bit of water in the bottom. 
                                 reach 
So he put his head in the jug and tried to reach to the water at the bottom. 
However, his head couldn’t reach the bottom. 
                             impossible 
He tried again and again, but it was possible to reach the water. 
Then suddenly, he got an idea. 
   took a small 
He take small stone and dropped it into the jug. 
                                        the 
Then he took another stone and dropped that into a jug. 
He did so again and again. 
                                       drank 
Finally, the water got high enough and the crow drink it all. 
                      crow’s 
The water saved the thirsty crow life. 
Little by little does the trick. 
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(Appendix 3.2 continued) 
Model Story 3 
Lesson 3  Story Cohesion (1) 
聞き手が理解しやすいように、話しの筋が通った、明瞭なストーリーを作る必要があります。そのため
には、代名詞（例： they, their, its）や冠詞（a, the）を正確に使わなければなりません。例えば、何の情報もな
い状態で “He”と突然言われても、誰のことを指しているのか理解できないでしょう。また、初めて出て
きた「本」のことを “the book” と言われても、どの本のことを言っているのか分かりません。新情報なの
か、既に知っている情報なのか、何を指しているのかを明確にしましょう。また、代名詞を効果的に使うこ
とで、不必要な繰り返しを避け、分かりやすいストーリーになります。 
 
Model Story 3: Catching a Thief  
（会話の流れ） 
あなたは、クラスメイトと話していました。 
「最近、Billどうしてる？」と聞く友達に、あなたは Billから聞いた話を伝えることにしました。 
 
Fill in the blanks 
Do you know what happened to Bill and Joe (  the  ) other day? 
They were walking near a shop.  
Suddenly, they saw (  a   ) man breaking the shop window and stealing  
all (   the   ) watches.  
When the thief turned and ran away, Bill and Joe ran after (  him     ).  
A lot of people were looking at (  them   ), but no one helped them. 
Finally, the boys caught the thief and jumped on him. 
Bill said, “We saw you steal all those watches, thief.” 
The man replied, “No, you’ve made a big mistake, young boys. 
I’m acting in a film.” 
But the boys didn’t believe him. 
Then, they saw (  a   ) police officer laughing and pointing to some cameras. 
The man was not a thief.  
He really was (   an    ) actor.  
A film director was very angry with them. 
Isn’t that embarrassing? 
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(Appendix 3.2 continued) 
Model Story 4 
Lesson 4  Story Cohesion (2) 
話しの筋が通った、明瞭なストーリーにするには、文と文のつながりにも注意しなければなりません。そ
のためには、「つなぎ語」を使う必要があります。例えば、時系列を表す、then, just then, after that, first, 
next, at that time, finally, at last, 因果関係を表す、so, therefore, consequently, as a result, in conclusion, 対
比関係を表す、but, however, on the other hand, on the contrary, 付加を表す、and, in addition, moreover, 強
調を表す、in fact, indeed, などが挙げられます。 
また、both A and B, neither A nor B などを使って語と語をつなぐこともできます。 
 
Model Story 4: Wet Paint 
（会話の流れ） 
「週末は、積極的に家の手伝いをしましょう」と先生が言いました。学校からの帰り道、友達と家の手伝い
について話しています。あなたは、先週末に塗装を手伝った時のことを思い出し、話しだしました。 
 
Fill in the blanks 
(  When   ) I helped my father paint a room last weekend, a funny thing happened to us. 
My mother was grateful because (  both   ) my father (  and  ) I were working so hard. 
First, I was lying on a piece of wood (   and   ) painting the ceiling. 
Next, (   while    ) my father was painting a high place on the wall, I was painting a low place 
on the wall.  
Then, my mother brought us a cup of coffee. 
But (  neither   ) my father (   nor   ) I could take it because we had a brush in one hand 
and a can of paint in the other.  
After that, we knelt down and painted the floor. 
Three hours (   later    ), my mother came to see us again. 
She was happy (   because    ) the room looked really nice now. 
However, she asked us laughing, “How are you going to get out of the room?” 
The paint on the floor was still wet.  
Consequently, we were stuck in the corner of the room. 
Don’t you think it’s funny?  
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(Appendix 3.2 continued) 
Model Story 5 
Lesson 5  Story Cohesion (3) 
話しの筋が通った明瞭なストーリーにするには、文の羅列ではなく、意味のあるまとまった文を作るこ
とが必要です。 
時 when（～の時）, before（～する前に）, after（～した後で）, while（～している間に）,  
as soon as（～してすぐに）, since（～して以来）,until（～するまで） 
原因 because (～なので), since（～なので）, so～that（とても～なので）,  
条件 If（～ならば）, unless（～しないなら）, as long as（～する限り）, 
譲歩 Although（たとえ～だとしても）, even if（たとえ～だとしても）, 
 
Model Story 5: Football 
 
（会話の流れ） 
家族で夕食を食べながら、今日あった事などを話しています。 
「どんな一日だった？」と尋ねられたあなたは、次の話をしました。 
 
Fill in the blanks 
I played football with Bill, Harry, and Joe in the schoolyard today. 
One of the boys kicked a ball (   so    ) high (   that    ) it went over our heads. 
I ran to catch the ball, (    but     ) it fell in a hole in the ground. 
(   Although     ) I stuck my arm into the hole, I couldn’t reach the ball. 
We didn’t know what to do. 
(   While     ) we were thinking, Bill got an idea and began running somewhere. 
A few minutes (   later      ), he came back with a big washtub filled with water. 
We were wondering what Bill was doing. 
(   When    ) Bill poured the water into the hole, it pushed up the ball to the surface. 
(    So     ) we could get the ball. 
We were thankful for his clever idea. 
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(Appendix 3.2 continued) 
Model Story 6 
Lesson 6  Describing People  
ストーリーを生き生きと面白みのあるものにするためには、登場人物について詳しく、明瞭に表現する
ことも必要です。風貌や様子なども細かに表現してみましょう。例えば、a man in his thirties (年齢), 
a woman in a red dress (服装), a boy with glasses (持っている物)などのように前置詞句が使えます。ま
た、 boys wearing school uniforms, boys who wear school uniforms (制服を着ている少年たち)のよう
に、同じ内容でも前者「現在分詞」、後者「関係代名詞」を使って表すことができます。 
 
Model Story 6: A visit to the doctor 
（会話の流れ） 
家族で夕食を食べながら、今日一日の出来事などを話しています。 
「どんな一日だった？」と尋ねられたあなた（医者）は、次のような話をします。 
 
Read for errors (10) 
I met an exaggerating patient today. 
                                   crowded 
It was a busy day and the waiting room was crowd with sick people. 
                      on                     arms 
An old man with a bandage in his head was folding his arm and dozing off. 
           wearing      difficulty 
A young boy wear a cast had difficult in taking off his coat. 
          in 
A woman with her thirties was covering her nose with a handkerchief. 
A woman with a cast on her leg was leaning on a walking stick. 
           who 
Then a man whose got a large bandage around his finger came in the examination room. 
When I asked him what was wrong, he said that he had cut his finger very badly 
and it had been very painful. 
                  off 
So I took his bandage out and examined his finger. 
But I didn’t see the cut. 
                on 
So I put my glasses off and checked it again. 
Finally I could see a very tiny cut on his finger. 
            laughing 
I couldn’t stop laugh. 
I guess some people are very sensitive to pain. 
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(Appendix 3.2 continued) 
Model Story 7 
Lesson 7 Describing Time & Place  
ストーリーを生き生きと面白みのあるものにするためには、出来事が起こった「場所」や「時」などを明確
に表現できることが必要です。出来るだけ具体的に示しましょう。例えば、at night, at 9 o’clock, in the 
morning/afternoon/evening (午前中、午後、夜に), on Monday, in April, in(the)spring,  
early in the morning, late at night,  at a shop, in one’s neighborhood, near his house, 等の前置詞句、 time 
when I woke up, the city where I live 等の関係副詞を使う事ができます。 
Model Story 7:  An Embarrassing Morning  
（会話の流れ） 
あなたは友人と失敗談について話しています。 
そんな時、姉Mayaの失敗談を思い出し、話しだしました。 
 
Fill in the blanks 
My sister, Maya, always has bread (   for   ) breakfast, but she ran (   out    ) of it  
on Sunday morning a few days ago.  
So she went out to buy it early (    in    ) the morning. 
Unfortunately, a bakery (    in     ) her neighborhood was still closed.  
Therefore, she bought it at a convenience store near her house.  
Then she returned to her apartment building (   where     ) she lives on the 4
th
 floor.  
Maya went (   up    ) the stairs to her apartment (    in    ) a hurry because she was really 
hungry. 
When she reached it, she tried to unlock the door. 
But she couldn’t.  
She tried it several times (   without    ) success.  
Maya was very irritated and started banging (   on   ) the door.  
Just then, her neighbor opened the door. 
She was very surprised! 
When she checked the apartment number, she realized that the apartment was on the 3rd floor, 
not on the 4th floor.  
In fact, she was banging on her neighbor’s door early on Sunday morning.   
She deeply apologized (   for   ) waking him (   up    ).  
My sister is sometimes careless. 
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(Appendix 3.2 continued) 
Model Story 8 
Lesson 8  Describing actions & emotions 
聞き手が関心を持ってもらうためには、登場人物の行動を詳細に表現するだけでなく、感情や思考、
そして周囲の状況を加えてストーリーを作ることも必要です。例えば、行動であれば、 tried to, decided 
to, wanted to, was/were about to, 等を使って、「意思・意図」を含めて表現する事ができます。また、行動
だけの描写にとどまらず、happy, angry 等の「気持ち」, know, like, think 等の「思考」、seem, look, sound, 
smell, taste, feel （～のようだ） 等の「知覚」を加えて表現すると良いでしょう。 
 
Model Story 8: Hit and miss 
（会話の流れ） 
青葉通りのイタリアン・レストラン、Alan’s Restaurant は美味しいと評判のお店です。 
そこでランチをしようという友達に、あなたは、あまり行きたくない理由を話しました。 
 
Read for errors (10) 
I went to Alan’s Restaurant and made a terrible mistake the other day.  
                going 
So, I don’t feel like go there.  
             went 
Last Saturday, I go there for lunch with my family.  
We had a table near a window. 
         smelled 
Our meals smell really nice and looked delicious. 
When we were just about to eat them, a big fly came in from outside. 
We looked for something to kill it. 
      found 
Then, I finded an old newspaper near the table. 
So, I picked it up and tried to hit the fly. 
           landed                            hit 
When the fly land on something outside the window, I hitted it very hard with the newspaper. 
                  were                                    dead 
Dad, Mom, and Sister was very happy because they thought the fly was died. 
But I didn’t hit the fly. 
It turned out that I hit a restaurant manager, Mr. Green’s head. 
                with 
He was really angry to me. 
                  want 
Are you sure that you wanted to eat at this restaurant? 
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Appendix 3.3 
Reflection Sheet (Japanese version) 
Reflection 
Student ID:            Name                          
Date:                             
Story:                                             
 
Storytelling skills 
1. Story Element （ストーリーの構成） そう思う やや 
そう思う 
あまり 
そう 
思わない 
そう 
思わない 
聞き手が理解しやすいように、ストーリーの要点を飛ばすことなく 
構成した 
    
聞き手が理解しやすいように、ストーリーの切り出し方や終わり方
を工夫した 
    
2. Coherence / Cohesion  （まとまりのあるストーリー） 
聞き手が理解しやすいように、論理的にまとまりのあるストーリー
を作った 
    
3. Elaboration （詳細なストーリー） 
登場人物や場面を詳細に描写し、聞き手が関心を持ちやすい 
ストーリーを作った 
    
登場人物の心情や考えを含め、聞き手が関心を持ちやすい 
ストーリーを作った 
    
4. Speaking skills （スピーキング力） 
不自然に止まったり、躊躇することなく、流暢に 
ストーリーを伝えた 
    
正しい発音や強勢、イントネーションで、聞き手にわかりやすく 
ストーリーを伝えた 
    
文法の間違いが少なく、正確にストーリーを伝えた 
    
 
Your improvement（上手に出来た点、学んだ点、もっと練習が必要だと思う点など、自由に書いてみよう） 
 
 
 
 
 
総合的に判断し、今回のストーリーテリングには何点をつけますか？（１０点満点中）       /10 
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Appendix 3.4 
Reflection Sheet (English version) 
 
Reflection 
Student ID:            Name                          
Date:                             
Story:                                             
 
Storytelling skills 
1. Story Element Yes 
A 
little 
Not 
really 
No 
Did you include all the necessary information in your story so that 
listeners can easily understand? 
    
Did you provide an appropriate opening and ending of the story so 
that listens can easily understand your point? 
    
2. Coherence / Cohesion 
Did you find your story logically structured so that listeners can 
easily follow? 
    
3. Elaboration  
Did you fully describe the characters and the scenes so that listens 
can have an interest in your story? 
    
Did you include the story characters’ feelings and points of view?  
    
4. Speaking skills 
Did you speak fluently without many stops and hesitations?     
Did you speak naturally with accurate pronunciation, stress, and  
intonation? 
    
Did you speak accurately without many grammatical mistakes? 
    
 
Your improvement  
 
 
 
 
As a whole, how well did you tell the story?         /10 
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Appendix 3.5 
Vocabulary Log Sheet 
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Appendix 4.1  
Background information questionnaire (Japanese version) 
英語学習に関するアンケート 
 
学籍番号          名前                 
1.  これまでの海外滞在歴、 および現在の英語学習や英語使用について質問します。 
Q1から Q7 は、Ａ～Ｄに○をつけて回答してください。  
 
Q1. 海外居住 ・ 滞在経験 ： Aある   Bない 
 
Q2. Q1で「Aある」と答えた人は、どれぐらいの期間滞在しましたか？ 
    A １ヶ月以内  B ６ヶ月以内  C １年以内  D １年以上 （  年） 
 
Q3. Q1で「Aある」と答えた人は、どのような国に滞在しましたか？ 
    A アメリカなどの英語が使われる国 （英語圏） 
    B インド、シンガポールなど英語が公用語として使われる国 （英語公用語圏） 
    C 中国など英語以外の言語がつかわれる国 （非英語圏） 
 
Q4. 現在、大学の授業以外で英語を学習していますか？  Aはい   Bいいえ 
 
Q5.  Q4で「Aはい」と答えた人は、主にどこで学習していますか？ 
    A 英会話サークル  B 英会話教室 
C  自主学習 （具体的な手談を記述：                               ） 
D その他（                                                        ） 
 
Q6． Q4で「Aはい」と答えた人は、 どのくらいの頻度で学習していますか？ 
    A 月１、２回  B 週１回  C 週２回以上（具体的な頻度を記述：      程度） 
 
Q7. 英語を学習以外で、英語を使用していますか  Aはい  Bいいえ 
 
Q8.Q7で「Aはい」と答えた人は、どのくらい、どのような時に使っているのか具体的に記述してください 
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(Appendix 4.1 continued) 
 
2.  英語スキル（技能）について質問します。 番号に○をつけて回答してください。 
 
Q9. これまでの英語学習の中で、特に力を入れて学習してきた点は何ですか？ （３つまで回答可） 
１． 単語力  ２． 文法力  ３． リスニング力  ４． スピーキング力  ５． リーディング力 
６． ライティング力 ７． 特になし 8． その他 （                             ） 
 
Q10. 英語に関して、自分に不足している技能は何だと思いますか？ （３つまで回答可） 
  １． 単語力  ２． 文法力  ３． リスニング力  ４． スピーキング力  ５． リーディング力 
６． ライティング力 ７．特になし 8． その他 （                           ） 
 
Q11. 英語に関して、今後さらに身につけたい技能は何ですか？ （３つまで回答可） 
  １． 単語力  ２． 文法力  ３． リスニング力  ４． スピーキング力  ５． リーディング力 
６． ライティング力 ７．特になし 8． その他 （                            ） 
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Appendix 4.2 
Background information questionnaire (English version) 
English Learning Questionnaire 
   
                Students ID:            Name:                                  
 
1. Your experiences of staying in another country, and your English learning and English use at present will be 
asked. Please circle the alphabet corresponding to your answers. 
 
Q1. You have experience in staying in another country:    A. Yes   B. No 
 
Q2. If your answer is “Yes” in Question 1, how long did you stay in the country? 
   A. no longer than a month  B. no longer than 6 months  C. no longer than a year   D. longer than a year 
 
Q3. If your answer is “Yes” in Question 1, in which country did you stay? 
   A. In an English speaking country  
   B. In a country where English is used as a second language (e.g., Singapore) 
   C. In a country where English is not used as an official language (e.g., China) 
 
Q4. Are you currently studying English outside of this English class ?   A. Yes   B. No 
 
Q5. If your answer is “Yes” in Question 4, where or how do you study English? 
   A. English club   B. English conversation school    
C. By myself (How do you study? Please explain specifically:                                   ) 
D. Others (Please explain specifically:                                                      ) 
 
Q6. If your answer is “Yes” in Question 4, how often do you study English? 
   A. a few times in a month   B. once in a week    
C. more than twice a week (Please specify how often you are studying:                            ) 
 
Q7. Do you use English outside of the English class?   A. Yes   B. No 
 
Q8. If your answer is “Yes” in Question 7, please explain specifically how often and in which situation you are 
using English.  
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(Appendix 4.2 continued) 
 
2. Your previous English learning experiences will be asked. Please circle the number corresponding to your 
answers. 
 
Q9. Please indicate English skills and knowledge you had put much effort into in the previous English learning 
experiences. (Choose up to three) 
    1. Vocabulary  2. Grammar  3. Listening  4. Speaking   5. Reading   6. Writing   7. Nothing 
    8. Others (Explain:                  ) 
 
Q10. Please indicate English skills and knowledge that you think you are still not good at.  
(Choose up to three) 
    1. Vocabulary  2. Grammar  3. Listening  4. Speaking   5. Reading   6. Writing   7. Nothing 
    8. Others (Explain:                  ) 
 
Q11. Please indicate English skills and knowledge that you want to improve more in the future. 
    (Choose up to three) 
    1. Vocabulary  2. Grammar  3. Listening  4. Speaking   5. Reading   6. Writing   7. Nothing 
    8. Others (Explain:                  ) 
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Appendix 4.3 
Self-evaluation questionnaire at the end of the semester (Japanese version) 
学期末アンケート 
学生番号         名前                    
 
次の質問について、お答えください。 数字で始まる質問には、４つのレベルから、自分の気持ちに一番
合っていると思われる箇所に、○をつけて回答してください。  
アルファベットで始まる質問は、具体的に説明してください。 
設問文 
4 3 2 1 
強く 
そう思う 
そう思う 
そう 
思わない 
全くそう 
思わない 
例） 外国に行ってみたい ○    
1. ストーリー・テリングを使った授業に、 
意欲的に取り組んだ （一生懸命、学習した。） 
    
2. 今学期の始めと比べて、ストーリー・テリングが 
上達したと思う （知識・技術の向上） 
    
A. 上記 2の回答について、どのような点で、そう思ったのですか？ 
 どのような点で、  どのように 上達した、あるいは、上達しなかったと思うのか 
 出来る限り具体的に説明してください。 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. ストーリー・テリング活動を通して、あなたの英語 
 に対する意識に変化はあったと思う 
 （楽しさ、意欲、自信、不安など、意識の変化） 
強く 
そう思う 
そう思う 
そう 
思わない 
全くそう 
思わない 
    
B. 上記 3の回答について、どのような点で、 どのように 意識が変わったと思いますか？ 
    出来る限り具体的に説明してください 
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Appendix 4.4 
Self-evaluation questionnaire at the end of the semester (English version) 
Questionnaire at the End of the Semester 
Student ID              Name                                   
Please answer the following questions. For the questions starting with the numbers, please check 
the level best describing your opinion. For the questions starting with the alphabet, please 
explain specifically. 
Questions 
4 3 2 1 
Strongly 
agree 
Agree disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 
Example） I want to go to a foreign country. ○    
1. I actively participated in the storytelling-based 
   English classes. (I studied hard) 
    
2.  I think I could make progress in storytelling skills.  
   (Improvement of the knowledge and skills) 
    
A.  For No. 2 above, why did you think that way? Please explain specifically in what skills or knowledge, 
and in what way you improved or you didn’t improve. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. I think I have changed my way of thinking about English 
through the storytelling-based English classes. 
  (Attitudinal changes such as enjoyment, motivation, 
confidence, anxiety, and so on) 
Strongly 
agree 
Agree disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 
    
B. For No. 3 above, why did you think that way? Please explain specifically in what attitudinal aspects, 
and in what way you have changed.  
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Appendix 4.5 
Memo Sheet for the picture-based storytelling (Japanese version) 
 
この６枚のイラストは、Bill と Sara が、ピクニックに出かけた時に起こったストーリーを表しています。 
このストーリーを英語で話してください。 最初の文は、必ず“Yesterday…..” で始めてください。 
ストーリーを話し始める前に、5 分間の準備時間があります。メモを取りたい場合は、この用紙を使ってく
ださい。 ただし、実際に話す時には、この用紙は机の中にしまいますので、見ることはできません。 
 
            学生番号        名前                       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
おつかれさまでした。 ５つのレベルから、自分の気持ちに一番合っている箇所を選び、○をつけてく
ださい。 
設 問 強く 
そう思う 
そう思う ふつう そう 
思わない 
全くそう 
思わない 
1. このストーリーテリングは簡単だ
った 
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Appendix 4.6 
Memo Sheet for the picture-based storytelling (English version) 
 
These six pictures describe what happened to Bill and Sara when they went on a picnic.  
Please tell the story in English. Please start the story with “Yesterday…..”  
You have five-minute preparation time before telling the story. You can take notes on this sheet 
while planning, if you want. But you will put the memo sheet away in the desk after the planning 
time, so you cannot look at it when actually telling the story.  
 
Student ID               Name                                 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for telling the story. Please check the level best describing your opinion. 
Question I really 
think so 
I think so So-so 
I don’t 
think so 
I really 
don’t think 
so 
1. I think this storytelling is easy. 
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Appendix 4.7 
Memo Sheet for the personal storytelling (Japanese version) 
 
楽しかったこと、悲しかったこと、驚いたこと、頭にきたこと、など、最近あなたに起こった出来事を一つ
選び、 出来るだけ詳しく英語で話してください。 
ストーリーを話し始める前に、5 分間の準備時間があります。メモを取りたい場合は、この用紙を使ってく
ださい。 ただし、実際に話す時には、この用紙は机の中にしまいますので、見ることはできません。 
 
             学生番号        名前                       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
おつかれさまでした。 ５つのレベルから、自分の気持ちに一番合っている箇所を選び、○をつけてく
ださい。 
設 問 強く 
そう思う 
そう思う ふつう そう 
思わない 
全くそう 
思わない 
1. このストーリーテリングは簡単だ
った 
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Appendix 4.8 
Memo Sheet for the personal storytelling (English version) 
 
Please choose an event that recently happened to you, for example, an event that makes you 
happy, sad, surprised, and angry. Tell a story about the event as much as possible in English. 
You have five-minute preparation time before telling the story. You can take notes on this sheet 
while planning, if you want. But you will put the memo sheet away in the desk after the planning 
time, so you cannot look at it when actually telling the story.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for telling the story. Please check the level best describing your opinion. 
Question I really 
think so 
I think so So-so 
I don’t 
think so 
I really 
don’t think 
so 
1. I think this storytelling is easy. 
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Appendix 4.9 
Major and minor idea units established with reference to the picture-based storytelling 
performed by the three native speakers of English 
 
1. Yesterday Bill and Sara decided to go on a picnic. 
2. They made some sandwiches/ They prepared lunch for the picnic 
3. Sara cut the bread and Bill put the sandwiches into a basket 
4. Their mother made tea/ poured tea into a bottle 
5. Their dog watched Sara and Bill make the sandwiches 
6. Bill and Sara asked their mother where they should go for their picnic 
7. While Bill and Sara were talking to their mother/ checking a route with their mother on a map, 
8. Their dog looked into the basket with the sandwiches/ checking out the sandwiches  
9. Bill and Sara waved good-bye to their mother/ Their mother saw them off from the front door 
10. They set out / headed out / walked to the local park/ a hill. 
11. It was a sunny day 
12. There is a farm with some cows and some flowers 
13. They walked to / climbed up to the top of the hill 
14. They found a place / a spot to have their picnic 
15. They were hungry/ they were ready to eat their lunch 
16. They sat down and opened the basket/ took out the water bottle,  
17. They found their dog in the basket/ Their dog jumped out of the basket 
18. Sara was surprised 
19. They looked inside the picnic basket 
20. They realized that the dog had eaten all of the sandwiches/ there were no sandwiches 
21. They had nothing left to eat for themselves 
22. They wondered what they should do next 
23. The dog was the only one who enjoyed the picnic 
 
*           indicate major idea units. There are seven major idea units in total. 
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Appendix 5.1 
General L2 affective disposition questionnaire (Japanese version) 
 
英語学習に対する態度や意識に関するアンケート 
 
学生番号               名前                               
 
英語学習についてどのように感じているのか、以下の６つの基準から選びます。 
1            2           3           4            5              6 
      まったく    ちがう     やや      やや    そのとおり    まったく 
ちがう            ちがう    そのとおり             そのとおり 
 
  番号が大きくなるほど、同意している気持ちが強いことを示します。 
自分の気持ちに一番合っている基準を選び、番号を○で囲んでください 
 
(例)  音楽を聴くことが好きだ 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q1. 英語を学ぶことは楽しい 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q2. 英語を話す時は緊張する 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q3. 英語の授業は集中して一生懸命勉強しようと 
思う 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q4. どんなに勉強しても、自分は英語を流暢に 
話せるようにはならないと思う 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q5. これからも英語の勉強を続けたい 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q6. 英語を学ぶことは苦痛だ 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q7. 英語の授業では、自ら進んで英語で 
発言してもかまわない 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q8. 宿題がなければ、英語の勉強はしないと 
思う 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
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(Appendix 5.1 continued) 
 
Q9. 英語を話すことは得意だ 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q10. 英語は必修科目でなければ勉強したくない 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q11. 英語を学ぶことは面白い 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q12. 人前で英語を話すのは恥ずかしい 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q13. 積極的に、英語の予習や復習をしようと 
思う 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q14. 一般の学習者に比べて、自分は英語を 
話すのが上手だと思う 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q15. 英語を学ぶ機会があれば、積極的に 
利用したい 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q16. 英語を学ぶことはつまらない 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q17. 英語を話す時に間違いをしても気にしない 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q18. 返却された宿題に、訂正を受けた部分が 
あっても、自分の間違いをきちんと 
確認しない 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q19. 最終的に、自分は英語が流暢に話せる 
ようになると思う 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q20. 英語は単位さえ取れれば、それでよい 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q21. 英語を学ぶことが好きだ 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q22. 英語を話す時は不安だ 1     2     3     4     5     6 
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(Appendix 5.1 continued) 
Q23. 授業以外でも、英語が上手になるための 
努力をしようと思う 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q24. 英語を話すことは、一般の学習者に比べて、 
自分にはより難しいことだと思う 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q25. できるだけたくさん英語を学びたい 1     2     3     4     5     6 
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Appendix 5.2 
General L2 affective disposition questionnaire (English version) 
 
General L2 Affective Disposition Questionnaire 
 
Student ID            Name                                 
For each question, choose your answer from the following six levels. 
 
          1           2           3           4          5          6 
       Strongly     Disagree     Slightly      Slightly     Agree     Strongly  
       disagree                 disagree       agree                 agree 
 
The larger the number, the greater the agreement is. 
Please circle the number best describing your feeling. 
 
(Example)  I like listening to music. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q1. Learning English is fun. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q2. I feel nervous when I speak English. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q3. I will invest all my efforts into learning 
English during the class. 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q4. No matter how much effort I invest, 
I won’t be able to speak English fluently. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q5. I want to continue to study English  
in the future. 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q6. Learning English is a burden for me. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q7. It wouldn’t bother me to speak out 
 voluntarily in English in the English class. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q8. If I don’t have any English homework, 
I won’t study it outside the class. 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
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(Appendix 5.2 continued) 
 
Q9. I’m good at speaking English. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q10. If English weren’t a required course,  
I wouldn’t study it. 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q11. I enjoy learning English. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q12. I feel very self-conscious about speaking 
 English 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q13. I will willingly prepare and review English 
 class. 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q14. I think I am better at speaking English than 
 the average learner.  1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q15. If there is opportunity to learn English,  
I want to make use of it. 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q16. Learning English is boring. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q17. I don’t worry making mistakes  
when I speak English. 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q18. I don’t check the corrections that I  
received on my English homework.  1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q19. I will eventually be able to speak English. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q20. I will be satisfied as long as I can earn 
 required credits in English. 
1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q21. I like to learn English. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q22. I feel ill at ease when I speak English. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
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(Appendix 5.2 continued) 
Q23. I will make effort to improve English 
 besides the class. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q24. I think speaking English is more difficult 
for me than for the average learner. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
Q25. I want to learn English as much as possible. 1     2     3     4     5     6 
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Appendix 5.3 
Storytelling-based English course evaluation questionnaire (Japanese version) 
 
学生番号       名前              
 
今学期、ストーリーテリングを使った英語の授業をしてきました。この授業に関する、みなさんの感想をお
尋ねします。６レベルの尺度の両端には、対になる語（例：「速い」と「遅い」）が書いてあります。両端に近
づくほど、その言葉は、あなたの感想を強く表現していることになります。 
例）                        蛇（ヘビ） 
親しみのある     ：    ：    ：    ：      ：  ○   親しみのない 
有害な          ：  ○  ：    ：    ：    ：     無害な 
速い           ○  ：      ：    ：    ：    ：      遅い 
役に立つ         ：    ：    ：  ○  ：      ：     役に立たない 
 
上記の場合、あなたはヘビについて、「まったく親しみがなく、有害で、動きのとても速い、どちらかと言
えば役に立たないもの」と感じていることになります。 
例にならって、自分の気持ちを表しているところに、○をつけて回答してください。 
 
ストーリーテリングを使った今学期の英語授業 
 
有意義な          :       :       :       :       :         無意味な 
つまらない          :       :       :       :       :         楽しい 
分かりやすい          :       :       :       :       :         分かりにくい 
効果的でない          :       :       :       :       :         効果的な 
意欲の出る          :       :       :       :       :         意欲の持てない 
高度な          :       :       :       :       :         基本的な 
役に立つ          :       :       :       :       :         役に立たない 
嫌いな          :       :       :       :       :         好きな 
努力が報われる          :       :       :       :       :         努力が報われない 
学ぶ価値がない          :       :       :       :       :         学ぶ価値がある 
満足な          :       :       :       :       :         不満足な 
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難しい          :       :       :       :       :         簡単な 
必要な          :       :       :       :       :         不必要な 
退屈な          :       :       :       :       :         面白い 
苦手な          :       :       :       :       :         得意な 
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Appendix 5.4 
Storytelling-based English course evaluation questionnaire (English version) 
 
We studied English through storytelling during this semester. Your impressions about the 
storytelling-based English course will be asked. You will see contrasting words (e.g., “fast” and 
“slow”) at each end of the 6-point scale. The closer to a word at either end of the scale, the more 
strongly the word describes your impression.  
(Example)                         Snake 
friendly          :       :       :       :       :   ○    unfriendly 
dangerous         :  ○   :       :       :       :         safe 
fast     ○   :       :       :       :       :         slow 
useful          :       :       :  ○   :       :         useless 
In this example, you find a snake “very unfriendly, dangerous, very fast, and somewhat useless.” 
Following this example, please circle the level that best describes your impression.  
 
Storytelling-based English classes 
 
meaningful          :       :       :       :       :         meaningless 
painful          :       :       :       :       :         enjoyable 
clear          :       :       :       :       :         confusing 
ineffective          :       :       :       :       :         effective 
motivating          :       :       :       :       :         demotivating 
advanced          :       :       :       :       :         elementary 
useful          :       :       :       :       :         useless 
unfavorite          :       :       :       :       :         favorite 
rewarding my effort         :       :       :       :       :        unrewarding my effort 
worth learning          :       :       :       :       :         worthless to learn 
satisfying          :       :       :       :       :         unsatisfying 
difficult          :       :       :       :       :         easy 
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necessary          :       :       :       :       :         unnecessary  
boring          :       :       :       :       :         interesting 
my weak subject          :       :       :       :       :         my strong subject 
 
 
